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INTRODUCTION

On December 23, 1971, a three judge U.S., District Court in
San Aﬁtonio ruled that the Texas system of financing public cchool
education did not meet the guarantees of “he equal protvection clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Unitec States Constitution or
comply with the sections of the Texas Constitution and Education
Code regarding the r.ovision of public school education in Texas.,

. The decision culminated several years of litigation in Texas courts
during which several challenges were made of the Texas public school
finance system including methods.used in determining property values
for tax purposes, and the acquisition and distribution of revenues.,
In their decision, the jﬁdges gave the defgndants; including the
State Board of Education and the Texas legislature, two years in
which to "take all steps reasonably feasible to make the school
éystem comply with the applicable lawj and, without limiting the
generality o1 the foregoing, to reallocate the school funds, and
to otherwise restructure the taxing and financing system so that
the educational opportunities afforded th: children attending
Edgewood Indeperident School District, and fhe other children of
the Staté of Texas, are not made a function of ﬁealth other than

the wealth of the State as a.whole...."l

1/ U.S, District Court, Texas (Western Diztrict). Demetrio P,
Rodriquez, et aly v, San A 10 I . Sc Distric
et al, (San Antonio, 1971), p. 9. :

-]l=
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Although the Rodriquez decislon dealt with the inequities
in the Texas school finance gystem which enabled school districts
to raise unequal revenues for similar efforts because of variances
in property wealth, the major studies which were undertaken in
Texas to provide acceptable alternatives 1o the existing system
had broader parameters than the taxatlo. system. All aspects
of public school finance including both the acquisition and
distribution of revenues, issues of local control, and school -
district reorganization were given close scrutiny in the most
extensive study of Texas school finance since the existing Foun-
dation School Program was implemented in 1949, | A

FProm the outset, the Texas State Board of Education, com=
posed of 21 members elected for staggered termns, sought to have
the broadest possible input into the financing plan for which it
asswied responsibility for developinge. In addition, the Board
also promulgated four ideas which it thought should be basic to
any plan which was suggested.. These were:

l. Guaranteed funding of the s*tate's share of basic
educational opportunity for all children must con-
tinue to be a key element ¢.” any school finance
plan,

2. Local taxes should continue to be used in the dis~
trict collecteds The capability of each local
district to enhance and enrich its own program
above the state basic progrim must be preserved.

3« The control of the local district and the adminis-
tration of such funds available to that district
should be vested in the citizens residing within
that district, retaining the concept that decisions
are best when made as close to those affected as

practicable, This will require responsible district
organization and financial structure. :
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I, The allocation of state funds shall give consider-
ation to the ability of the local school _district
to provide local tax and other revenues.?

The State Board of Education appointed a Committee on Public
School Finance from its own membership and chaired by the Board
Chairman tb bring recommendations to the full Board about changes
needed in the entlre Texas public school financing system. During
its deliberations, the staff of the Texas Education Agency~- the
state department of education-~did substantive work for the Coﬁ;
mittees

Soon after the Committee was appointed in Februwary 1972, the
members decided that their initial deliberations would focus on
the scope of the educational prograin fo be financed, the cost of
the program and the distribution of funds to school districts to
support the program. Three staff studies were initiated to pro-
vide various approaches to considering recommendations to be made
in these areas., Each of the studies was conducted independently
from the others with progress reports made bisweekly to the M
agement Task Force chaired oy the Deputy Commisioner of Education
and comﬁosed of the Associate Commissioner for Planning, the
Assistant Commigsioner for Administration, the Assistant Commis-
sioner for Urbaa Educaticn, the Director of Internal Management,
and two special school finance consultants to the Ageney; Each
of the three Associate and Assistant Commissioners were in charge

of one of the studies which were undertaken. ‘Tﬁe Associate

2/ Temas State Board of Education. jatgmgnx of Principles for

the Development of a School Finance Plan. Austln, Texas, February
129 1972' ppc 1-20
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Commissioner for Planning had management responsiblility for ex-
amining, updating and costing the recommendations made in 1968

by the Governor's Committee on Public School Education. The
majority of the wide-ranging recommendations of this blue ribbon
panel of Texas citizens had not yet been vonsidered by the Legis-
lature. Therefore, the purpose of the staff study was to summarize
the recommendations and update the costs of implementing each

of them in order that the Board Committee might evaluate them

and their possible contribution to its own recbmmendations.

The second staff study focused on changes that might be made
in the existing Founcation School Program to bring it more in
line with actual practices in Texas' 1149 school districts. This
study was directed by the Assistant Commissioner for Administra-
tion whose department had been administering the distribution of
State funds under the Foundation School Program since its incep-
tion in 1949. Since the FOundation‘School‘Program which
exists in Texas is based on classroom units with funds for
personnel and operating expenses disbursed, to districts according
to their units, the study prepared by the staff examined the ef~-
fects and costs of allocations based on different pupil-teacher
and pupil-professional ratios and oﬁ_the funds provided for opcra=-
ting expenses, transportation and other aicillary services. For
the most part, “he recomméndations contained-in‘this study would
have changed the Foundation School Program so that it would more
nearly reflect “he average practices of Texas school districts.

Recommendations included reducing the pupi,-classroom teacher fatio;v
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providing more professional units per classroom teacher unit,
and increasing the allotments tor transportation and current
operations. In addition, the study recommended that State support
of $100 per educationally disadvantaged child be provided in
addition to the I2deral funds currently avsilable.

The third approach to the distribution of funds, prepared
by the Office of U;ban Education for examination ahd evaluation
by the Board Committeé, was a weighted pupil method for finan-
cing public schools, This approach was largely patterned after
the methodology developed By the National Educational Finance
Project in its work since 1967. The underlying tenet of this
‘approach is the recognition that it costs varying amounts of
money to meet the differing educational needs. of students and,
that the distribution of funds should be based on meeting these
different needs. According to the weighted pupil philosophy, the
essence of equal educational opportunity is ‘not in providing
equal amounts of funds for the education of each child, but in
providing the varying amounts of funds needed to insure a finan-
cial basis for giving each child an equal oiportunity to obtain
an education which meets his needs.,

This paper a~ttempts to document, analyze and evaluate the
methodology used and the procedures which were followed in the
development of a weighted pupil method for financing Texas public
schools. It is a further 'expansion of the report of the staff

study, A WEIGHTED PUPIL APPROACH TO PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE: ONE

ALTERNATIVE, which was prépared for the Board Committee. The
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major purpose of this paper is to provide substantive information
about issues addressed, staff organization, working procedures, and
the collection and analysis of data in order that another state
considering the development of a weighted student approach to the
distribution of tunds for public school education might have the

benefit of the Texas eXperiénce. “



THE WEIGHTED PUPIL METHODOLOGY

A weighted pupil approach to the distribution of funds among

districts to support publi¢c school education has gained widespread
‘suppoft in recent years as a viable alternative to existing finance
systems which are based on providing essentially equal funds for the
education of each student. The latest refinement of a weighted- .
pupil financing alternative was developed during the National Educa-
tional Finance Project (NEFP) study. Although the purposes of

the NEFP study were manifold and the findings extensive, this
chapter will be limited only to a discussibn of the weighted stu-
dent distribution methodology which was developed and piloted in

the study.3 .

The weighted pupil methodology, as develped by the NEFP staff
and special consultants to the study and applied in Texas, was
based on the fundamental assumption that "equality of educafional
opportunity amorg individuals will result in variation of inputs
and costs." And furthermore, that these cost differences must be
taken into account in developing a finance system to support the
provision of equal educational opportunities.4

The procedires outlined by the NEFP staff in designing a

support system encompaqsing differential costs for students with

3/ For a discussion of other finance issues examined during the
NEFP study, see the;National Educational Finance Project, Alfernative

Programs for Financinz Education, Volume V, 1971.
45 William licLure and Audra Pence. Early Childhood and Basic Elemen=
Zary and SQQQndazx_gdu$aiign. NEFP Special Study No. 1, 1970, p. 85.

-73
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difforent needs include the following, First, the per pupil costs
of providing for needs in selected program areas must be determined
by identifying all of the current operating expenditures which
can be associated with each -.rogram area wnd then dividing those
totals by the nimbers of students who are served by the programs.
Program areas included in the NEFP study were Ear}y Childhood
Education, Basic Elementary and Secondary Education, Special Educa~
tion, Compensatory Educationy and Vocational Education. Twenty-
eight districts located in different parts of the United States
were used in establishing per pupil costs in each program area
included in the NEFP study. These districts were.selected by
NEFP consultants as having "unique programs designed to meet
special educational needs."5

Second, the per pupil costs which have been established
can be expressed as indices of the per pupil cost of one program
area which is assigned the base value of 1.0, For example,
if it is determined that the cost of providing educational programs
and services for a student enrolled in a rggular elementary program
is $300 and it costs $450 per pupil for a middle school program,
this latter cost can be reflected as an index of 1.5 if the elementary

cost is assigned 1.0. This is calculated in the following way:

300 X 1,0 = l-s

Once the weights for thé other program .greas are computed, then

it is possible to determine the total cost ¢f a program or of

5/ 1bid, p. 2.
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a district's programs by multiplying the number of students in
each population group by their resvective weights and multiplying
the total weightcd amount by the dollar value for 1.0. Per pupil
weights can also be expressed as‘instructional unit weights using
the same proceduces.

In the NEFP study the index or weight of 1.0 represented
the per pupii cost for the regular elementary program. The

other NEFP weights were:

TABLE I: NEFP PER PUPIL WEIGHTS BY PROGRAM AREA6

PROGRAT AREA - i WEIGHT
Basic Early Childhood
yr. oids 1.40
yr, olds 1.40
‘Kindergarten 1.30
Basic Elementary and Secondary
Grades 1-6 1.00
7~9 ' e 20
10-12 , 1.40
Special and/or Exceptional
Mentally Handicapped 1.90
Physically Handicapped 3.25
Emotionally Handicapped 2,80
Special Learning Disorders , 2.40
Speech Handicapped 1.20
Vocational~Technical ' 1.80
Compensatory Education
Low Income 2,06

The weighted pupil system can also be used to determine the
distribution of a fixed amount of revenues (appropriations) by

dividing the tctal amount of funds available by the total weighted

6/ National Educational Finarice Project. NEFP Decision Process:
A Computer Simpulation, 1971, p. 48« _
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‘student population to be served which yields a dollar value for
1.0, The dollar value for 1,0 can then be applied to each dis-
trict's weighted student total in order to determine the amount of
funds which each district éhould receive.,

A weighted student approach to the distribﬁtion of funds is
advocated by the NEFP staff as serving "to improyg the rationality
in such a complex enterprise as public education and to provide
methods for achieving the goal of equal educational opportunity -
“for every.child in .‘Lmerica."”7 These two considerations were basic
to the development of a weighted pupil allocation method for
Texas which is discussed and evaluéted in thé remaining sections

of this paper.,

7/ Aliernative Vrograms for Financing Education, b, 170,




THE TEXAS APPLICATION

Scope of the Study
The major purpose of the application of a wejghfed pupil
approach to financing Texas public schools was to develop a fi-
nance 3lternative based on the costs of pro@iding equal and quality
educational programs to students with a wide range of educational
needs. As stated in the report of the Texas study, the objectives
of the undertaking were threefold.
First, it was to determine what the costs cf providing
various kinds of educational opportunities are. Second,
it was to determine how much money would be needed to
finance all Texas public school districts at a “"quality"
level. Third, it was to determine which Texas school
districts would require more money and which less than
they spent in 1970-71 if allocations were based on the
provision of educationaé programs to meet the needs of
the student population, ,
The methodology followed in realizing these objectives was
largely based on procedures and processesldeveloped by the
Staff of the National Educational Finance Project directed by
Dr. Roe Johns, The NEFP staff assisted the Texas staff ‘n the
formulation of the operational plan for :.ts five month study
and in the analyses of the data which resulted.
The major constraints in developing a weighted pupil ap-

prbach to the distribution of funds for education in Texas

8/ Office of Urban Education, Texas Education Agency. A -Weighted
1 _ plic Jc¢ i ive, September
1972, Pe 1. .
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recognized at the initiation of the study was the shortness of
time available to complete the study for the Bozrd Committee
and the lack of data readily available in the form needed to
cempute a set of weights for Texas and to apply the weights to
different studernt populatiors to ascertain total program costs.
Throughout the study, some adaptations in the National Educational
Finance Project methodology had to be made because of thess:.
constraints., These adaptations are discussed within the context
in which they were made.

A large number of Texas Education Agency personnel contribu~
ted to the study during its five months. In total, about 30 Agency
staff members worked on the project in several different capacities
and for varying lengths of time. Their help was used in those |
phases of the study which particularly involved the areas in which
they normally.worked.' All phases of the work were directed by
the the two professional staff members of tﬁe Office of Urban
Education who served as study coordinators and who were responsi-

. ble for most of the decisions made in connection with the study.

Due to both the shortness of the timeframe in which the
study was to be completed and the large number of personel who
would be engaged in different parts of the study, a plan detailing
the various phases to be . encompassed by tie study was developed.
The purpose of the plan was to display.gruphicaily the relationships
‘between the individual tasks and the entire project and +the

interdependencies among the tésks whose fulfillment was crucial

O
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to completion of the study.9 The plan with an accompanying

task assignmeﬁt chart were used throughout the study in several
important ways. The plan was used to display the total scope of
the study as well as the individual phases to orient thcse who
weré to work on different varts of the study as well as others
who were not directly involved in the cperationalizing of the
study but who were called upon to make recommendations during its
course, An example of the latter group was the Management Task”
Force which served as the link between the three staff distribu-
tion studies and the State Board's Committee. The plan was also
used daily by the study coordinators as a management tool to ensure
that the necessary linkages between different tasks occurred in a
timely fashion.

It was envisioned initially that the study would involve seVeq
major phases. These were (1) the selectiop of the educational
program to be supported by this funding method; (2) the selection
of good practice districts on which to base cost determinﬁtions;

(3) the determination of a set of pupil weights for Texas; (4) the
gathering of needed school population dava; (5) the analysis of the
distribution of funds under a weighted pupil approach; (6) the
aeveIOpmént of suggosted guidelines to be used in administering
a funds distritution plan in Texas based on weighted students;
and (7) the deveiopment of a written report doéumenting the pro-
cedures Which were followed in the study, detailing'the analyses

which were made, and summarizing the recommendations which

9/ This time-related activity chart is Appendix A of this paper.

O
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resulted, All but one phage-~ the develcpment of suggested guide-

lines--wexre completed as originally planned. The details and pro=-

ducts of each phase are discussed below.

Phase I: Determination of the Scope of tne Educationul Prosranp

The initial step in determining a set of pupil weights for
Pexas was to specify which program areas would be. weighted. Recom-
mendations about whiéh program areas to include were solicited
from each of the Assistant and Associate Commissioners of the
Texas Education Agency. Their recommendations were then presented -
to the Board Committee, who on June 16, 1972, approved the following
program areas for inclusion in the weighted student approach to
funding Texas public school education.

Kindergarten
Elementary, 1-6
Middle School, 7-9
High School, 10-12
Vocational Educationt

Cooperatives

Homemaking

Agriculture

Trades and Industries-

“Handicapped

Coordinated Vocational Academic Education

Distributive Education, Vocational Office Education,

and Health Education

Special Education:

Speech Handicapped

Early Childhood

All other programs .
Adult Basic Education
Progr:ms for Special Populations:

Low Income ,

Non-English SpeaKing

Migrant

Gifted and Talented
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With the exception of adult vocational education, which the Board
Committee eliminated, the list represented all areas recommended
by the staff for inclusion in the study.

Staff recommendations about areas to be included were based
both on traditional areas of state support in Texas such as basic
education programs, and vocational and special edycation, and on
areas in which it was felt that State support should be forth-
coming such as adult basic educaticn and programs for non-English
speaking and gifted students. Programs for low income and migrant
students which have been traditionally supported with Federal
funds were also included because of the uncertainty about the
future level of Federal support and the possibility of increased
state responsibility for determining district allocations which
has been suggested in the special education revenue sharing pro-
posals of the Nixon Admiﬁistration.

Individual meetings were held with the‘Associate Commissioner
for Occupational Education and Technology, the Assistant Commissioner
for Teacher Education and Certification (who is responsible for
program developm:nt for the regular Xindergarten-grace 12 progranm),
the Assistant Commissioner for Administration (who cdministers
Federal funds to support special programs for low income and mig-
rant students), the Assistant Commissioner for Spvecial Education
and Special Schools, and the Assistant Commissioher for Bilingual
Education to get their recommendations.

Once the broad areas to be included in the scope of the study

were selected, consideration was given to how many and which
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individual program arceas would be weighted. The first area of

discussion involved whether or not to establish multiple weights
for the regular program. Kindergarten was given a separate identity
immediately because it was being phased into Texas public schools.
If not treated separately in determining cust differentials, the
regular program differentials would be based on cost information
from districts which were in différent phases of kindergarten
program implementation. It was felt that this would cause major
discrepancies in the weights between distriots. It was also
reéommended that multiple wéights be determined for the regular
program, grades 1-12; to ensure that differentiated program costs
between elementary, middle and high school programs would be
reflected where they existed. Based on both previous Texas and the
NEFP experience, it was believed that the costs of middle and high
school programs would be higher than those associated with ele-
mentary programs because of the lower pupil;teacher ratios and
higher salaries for degrées'and experiéﬁce ususally found in the
upper grades. In determining which grade lgvelé would be encom~
passed by the elementary, middle and high school weights, the or=-
ganizational patiern most prevalent in Texas schools of grades

1-6, 7-9, and 10~12,'respective1y, was recommended,

Weights for five handicapping conditions-- mentally handi-
capped; emotionalily handicapred, physically handicapped; speegh.
handicapped, and special learning disorders-- were established
in the NEFP stud/. This particular categcrization did not parallel

either the concevtualization or the operation of special education

O
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programs in Texas, Although it was recognhized that establishing
only one special education weight might penalize districts offering
higher cost programs for educating severely handicapped children,
it was felt that one weight would be more appropriate for Texas®
new #pproach to providing comprehensive educational programs for
exceptional students, This appreach, known as Plan A and to
be fully implemented by 1976, provides State financial support
for flexible instructional services and organizational patterns .. .
designed to meet the individual needs of each child, regardless
of his handicapping condition., Under Plan'A,; funds will no |
longer be allocated on the hasis of handicapping condition or on
the_humber of classroom units to serve groups of children with
similar handicaps. Instead, each Plan A district receives per-
sonnel units~-~ teachers, aides and non-teaching professionals--
and funds for materials, special equipment and diagnostic work
based on its total ADA for the preceding school ::ar. To date,
Plan A support using these formulae has been substantial enough
that all districts who have been funded under this distribution
system have been able to expand their special education services,
Two exceptions were made to determining only one weight for
gpecial education, It was felt that separate weights should be
establisﬁed'for children participating in speech handicapped
programs and for three and four year olds who afe in special
education early childhood eduqation programs. A separate weight
for speech handicapped was recommended tc the Board Committee

becaus2 services to meet the needs of speech handicapped children
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cost conslderably less than services to meet the educational needs
of students with other handicapping conditions. Including speech
handicapped students, personnel and costs in the determination
of a weight for special edﬁcation would tend to level dawn the
special education weight because of their Jlow cost and the large
number of students involved. An identifiable weight was also es-
tablished for special education éarly childhood programs because
the few existing programs were pilot endeavors which may be either
expanded 6r substantially changed during the next few years.,

Only one weight was established for vocational education
~in the NEFP study. It was recognized by both the NEFP and the
Texas staffs that funding on the basis of only one weight for
vocational education programs would tend to encourage districts to
offer only lower cost vocational programs to their students rather
than ones whiéh, regardless of cost, would meet both the‘needs
of their students and the vocational tréining needs of their
communities.

Consideration was‘given to grouping vocational education
programs by traditional areas of division and by areas according
to similar cost levels. Vocational program directors in the Agency
argued that establishing separate weighits for the different‘
vocational areas as traditionally identified would result in
a funds imbalance similar to that which would occur if only one
weight for vocational education were used. - This would result because
of the wide cosi variations within.each o.” the areas of Trades and

Industries, Vocational O0ffice Education, Health Occupations,

O
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Agriculture, liomemaking, and Distributive £ducation, For example,
each of the above arcas has lower cost programs such as cooperatlve
training which involve on=-the-job experience as well ac higher cost
Coordinated Vocational Academic Edﬁcation programs which are highly
individualized for underachieving potential dropouts.,

It was recommended to the Board Committee that vocational
education program areas be broken down according to cost levels
rather than strict program area clusters for establishing weighté.
Accordingly, separate weights were recommended for the following
vocational areas: cooperative programsj homemaking programs, agri-
culture preogramsj shop programs; hahdicapped vocational programs;
coordinated vocational academic education programsi diStributiQe
education, vocational office education, ahd health education

programs; and adult basic and adult vocational education programs.

Phase IT: Selection of Good Practice Disiricis

Since Teias cost differentials were to be based on the costs
of providing quality programs to meet the varying educational needs
of Texas students in the areas encompassed By the Scepe of the
Educational Program, described on page 14 of this paper? procedures
were established to identify those Texas districts which had quality
programs; Quality, an elusive term for bo:h educators and laymen;
was defined.in terms of existing best practices:- The following
criteria were established for identifyihg best practice districts:

*, The cistrict providés outstanding or very high
quality kindersarten and general education programs

for grades 1-12,

+ The district provides high quality, comprehensive
vocational, special, and adult education programs.
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. The district mcets the educational needs, in an
outstandinz way of low income, non-~English speegking,
mifrant and gifted students."

These criteria,_however, did rot suggest any spcecific means
of measurement of either quality or best practices besides human
judgement, so at.empts were made to-select nominators who were in
a position to possess knowledge about the practices of a large
number of districts which would give theh a basis for judging which
were best., The group of nominators which was selected was comprised
of both Agency program managers and the Directors of the twenty
regional Education Service Centers in Texas.

Agency nominators were asked to nominate thirty districts which,
in their estimation, exhibit best practices according to the cri-
teria given above. Two Agency nominators were asked to nominate
comprehensive best practice districts while the other four nomina-
tors were asked to make thirty nominations in the program areas fof
which they had administrative responsibilit&. The Agency nominators

and the areas in which they made nominations were:

TABLE ~I: NOMINATORS AND AREAS OF NOMINATIONS FOR
TEXAS BEST PRACTICE DISTRICTS

Agency Nomirator Area of Nomination

Assistznt Commissioner ror Comprehensive Best Practices
Administreation o

Director of Accreditation somprehensive Best Practices

Assistant Commissioner for Prograhs for Non-Engiish
Bilingual and International : Speaking Students
Education =

10/0ffice of Urban Education, 9p. cit., p. 14.

O
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PABLE II CONTINUED,

Agency Mominator Area of Nomination
Associate Commissioner for Vocational Educaticn 11
Occupational Zducation and Adult Vocational Education
Technology Adult Basic Edcation

Assistant Cormmissioner for Kindergarten
Teaqher Equcation and Certifi- Elementary Education
cation Middle School Education
. High School Education
Assistant Commissionér for Spetial : Special Education
Education and Special Schools vpeédial Education Early

Childhood Education

It was decided not to obtain individual sets of nominations for:
best practices in meeting the needs of low income, migrant,.and
-gifted and talented students, respectively, but rather to include
them in the nominations for best practices in the regular programs—-
kindergarten, elementary, middle, and high school,-

The instructions which were sent to the Agency nominators are
Appendix B of this paper. Although nominators were advised.that
the primary criterion for nominating a district should be "best
practice”, they were also asked to include districts of various
sizes and locations in their nominations if possible. In ordex
to achiéve some geographic distribution among districts which
were nominated, cach Education Service Center Director was asked
to nominate five districts from Within"his region which hé con-
sidered to exhibit "compfehensive best pfacticesf according to
the criteria reported earlier. Requests for these nominations

were made in writing and obtained by telephone one week later,

11/ The area of adult vocational education was included in the °
nomination process even though the Board eliminated it from the
study because the Board Committee was unable to meet until

& 'er the nomination process was c¢ompleter,
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Onc hundred sixty eight of Texas' 1149 school districts

raceived nominations in one or more arcas. Although the maximum
number of nominations any one district could receive was thirteen,
no district received more than ten nominations and 48 percent of
the districts nominated received only one nomination each. A
matrix was designerd to displ.y the districts nominated and the areas
in which they received nominatiors. Each nomination was treated
equally. The Management Task Force was asked to designate the
thirty districts to be used in determining a set of pupil
weights for Texas., All 26 districis which had five or more nomina-
tions were selected based on the number of nominations they received.
Five other districts, for a total of 31, were chosen from the '
group of 31 districts which had received three or four nominations.
The selection of the five was based on their size, geographic
location, and the areas in which they were nominated in order to
achieve the widest represenfation among the districts to be used
n determiniﬁg cost differentials.

The thirty-one districts which were selected for the
weighted pupil cost study were designated "good practice"
rather than "best practice" districts because of the recognition
that slight changes in either the nomination process or the person-
nel who made the nominations might have produced a substantially:
different list cf distfiéts. Once the good practice districts were
selected;_fUrther analyses of them were done to provide an
overview of their geogfaphic distribution and differences in
their size and re&epue_to,be used on the written and oral ﬁresen—

tations of the study. These analyses are econtained in the

O




writien report of the study.12
Phage I1T:s Deotermining a Set of Pupnil Weights for Texas:

While the good préctice districts to be used in establishing
Texas weights were being nominated, decisions were made about
procedures for gathering the pupil, personnel and cost data
needed to calculate the weights. Major decisions'invélved both
cost data acquisition and the calculation of weights,

Initially, it was planned that cost data would be collected
on-site in each good practice district. It was estimated that it
would take two Agency staff members working from 3=5 days in each
district to get the necessary dafa. Sufficient staff to accomplish
this within a three week timeframe did an exist within the
Agency. Another primary deterrent was the burden that would be
ﬁlaced on the districts at a time when many of their staff members
were either involved in preparing year-end reports or taking
summer vacatibns,' After reviewing the data requiremenfs with those
in the Agency responsible for Statewide data collection, it was
decided that the needed data could be obtalned in-house from.existing
reports filed by all districts. This procedure was followed for
2L of the good practice districts. Data for the other seven
districts, the largest districts in the study, were gathéred and
submitted by staff members from each of the districts who received
joint training prior to beginning their work. Data were gathered

on~site in these seven districts in order to evaiuate to what

12/See Mumw_ﬁwu
Alternative, pp.10-11.
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extent it was possible to retrieve the needed information from
local district files, to determine the time and manpower needed to
do it, and to ascertain if -better data were available at the "' =
district level than in State collections. It was intended that
results of the lccal éollection process wo'ild serve to estabiish'
the validity ¢f the weights as well as establish a basis for
making recommendations about procedures to be useé if the cost
study were rep=ated. | _

The major problem confronted in the cost data acquisition
phase involved the selection of sources to be used. Although
substantial progress had been ﬁade in Texas during recent years
to upgrade the qpality of district level data which was reported
by districts and to merge'duplicatefdéta‘requests.intouoneﬁfoiﬁat, it
was found that several sources for the same data elements still
existed. - Before the actual data gathering was begun, the source
for each daté item was identified. Differeht'responses to similar
data requests seemed dependent primarily on the use to be made
of the data requestede Where several sources of information
existed for the same data item, the advicelof Agency staff members
most familiar with Agency data.colleétions was solicited and
followed in choosing the source to be used on the study. In
addition, during this time, two of the programs for which weights
were to ‘be established were eliminated from the study because
of the lack of data on students, staff; salaries, and.other costs.
These two areas were adult education programs and programs for

gifted and talented students.
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The other major decision made prior to beginning the

actual collection of data concerned whether the weights for

special programs would be expressed as the total costs of educating
a student with a particular need or as adjustments (add-ons) to

the regular educztion weights. For example, a weight for a student -
enrolled in a cooperative vocational program cculd be establirhed
to reflect the costs of providing both the cooper;tive program ani
the regular high school program or only the additional cost of tpe
cooperative program. In order to determine a wéight which
accurately reflected both regular and special program costs

(the former above), it would be necessary to be able to asCertain
'how much time was spent in each of the resvective programs ' in
order to establish full-time equivalencies(FIEs)., It was con-
cluded that.establishing fui. -time equivalencies for two of the
spedk& program areas~-special education and programs for the non-
English speaking, low income; migrant and gifted-- was impossible
because of the wide range of organizatinnal patterns and in- |
structional strategies found within each specific program area.
For example, some special education studen%s attend. regular
classes and receive specialized assistance several times a week
while others are in segregated special education classes the
entire year. Tlerefore, costs in these a'eas were expressed as
weights per enrollee,

It was initiall& concluded that full=time equivalencies

could be established foi' vocational programs becaﬁse most programs

conform to minimum time periods prescribed by the State. For
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cxample, a vocational agriculture student in one district is
likely to spend ihe same amount of time in a particular agri-
culture course as is his counterpart in another district,
Although data for vocational programs were gathered on the
basis of full-tiie equivalencies), these ccst differentials were
converted later 1o costs per enrollee because ofl§imilar diffi-
culties in establishing full-time equivalencies.

In collecting the necessary data on students, staff, -
salaries, and other expenditures, the cost data form designed by
Dr, William McLurey, co-author of the special NEFP study, Early
Childhood and Basic Elementary and Secondary Education, was used,
This form was similar to the one used in his special study for
NEFP with changes made to reflect the scope of the program to be
costed in Texas and the categorical breakouts of Texas data to be
used. The cost form and the instructions for completing it which
were used by staffs in the seven districts and by Agency staff
members are Appendix C of this paper.

All data was collected for the base year of 1970-71, the
most recent year for which the necessary data was available. Data
was gathered in four méjor areas to reflent the current expendit-
ures of each district in 1970-~71. Both capital outlay and debt
service expenditures werc excluded becaus: these are not usually
considergd $0 be current expenditures and because it was ekpected
that these areas would remain entirely'depéndent on local funds.
In addition, funds expended for transporiation and focd services

were excluded except in cases where they could be attributed to
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special program areas such as special education.13 The four major
arcas and the sources for the data acquired in each are given
below.

Section It Si”dgnjﬁ%y ¥hen cumpleted, Section I of each

district's cost iata form contained information about the numbers
of students whb participated in programs in each of the designaled
program'areas during 1970-71, All student enroligent figures were
expressed in Average Daily Membershin, Line 3.0 gives each district's
total ADM and ADN by grade level., Lines 6,0 and 8,0 (and their
subparts) show ADI for each program area cf special and compen-
satory/remedial, education respectively by grade level. Full head
counts, converted to ADM where nedessary, were reported in these
lines, Vocational edutation enrollments were reported on line9.0
and its subparts using full-time equivalencies were calculated
dh"thefbdsis of “the number of credits received., ~-For ‘ékample,.  »

if it was reported that agriculture courses with each enrollee
receiving 4 of his 10 credits for the year in the course, then

L0 FTE was shown on line 9.1 and the other 60 FTE on line 10,0,
Line 10,0, the /DI by grade level of stude;ts participating in-

the basic/regulsr education program was comruted by subtracting the

sum of lines 6.0, 8.0, and 9.0 from the gross ADIl given in line 3.0,

13./Although transportation and food services were both included in the
NEFP study, it was decided that the Texas study would be restricted to
educational program costs with lump sums per district to be added on Ifor
non-education programs.

14 /See Appendix C,
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Section IIs Staff, Section II yielded information on the
total numbers of prcfessional staff in each district as well as
the number of staff involved in providing programs in each
particular area of the stuqy. Section II information for elemen-
tary, middle, and high school staff members was provided on a
separate form for cach oI these three levels. Staff mempers who
were classified as instructional personnel includéd all regular,
special and itinerant teachers, ﬁon~teaching supportive staff
in¢luded administrative and supervisory personnel; counselors;
psychologists, social workers and visiting (homebound) teachers;
librarians; teacher aides; and an "all other" category which
included professional personnel such as nurses who did not fit in
one of the other specified categories., All personnel, instructional
and supportive, assigned to one of the identified program areas
were shown on lines 6.1, 6.2, or 6.3 for special education pro-
grams, 8.1, 8.2, or 8,3 for compensatory/remedial programs, and
lines 9.,1-9,7 for vocational programs. In addition, regular teachéXrsS
were . assigned to the special education and remedial/compen-
satpry program areas based on the pupil-teacher ratios of that
district. For ¢xample, if there were 150 students in ADH reported
on line 8,1 of Section I as participating in elementary compen-
satory/ remedial programs in a district with an elementary pupil-
teacher ratio of 2531, 6 regular teachers were also shown on
line 8,1 of Section II in addition to the special teachers and sup-
portive staff already shown there. Similar prorations of regular

supportive staif shown in line 3.0 were made based on the
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number of rerular teachers in cach program., It was not necessary

to prorate cither regular teachiers or supportive staff to the
various vocational programs because full-time equivalencies
were used for vocational students in Section I. Line 10;0}
teachers and supportive professional staff assigned to the
regular program, was calculated by subtracting the sum of lines
8.,1-9.7 for each staff category given from the number given for
each category in line 3,0,

S.ction III: Salaries. Section III contained the salarieév
for ali staff shovn in.Section II by grade level and program area.
- In each case, the district's average salary for each personnel
'category vas used as the base salary and multiplied by the number
of staff members done in Seetion II.

Section IV: Other Current Expenditures « All other
expenditurc data for each district were shown in Section IV, |
Total expenditures which were shown in line 3.0 were categorized
according to the established statewide accounting system in use
in Texas during 1970-71. These categories weres '

' Administration, General Cortrol and Security
Instructianal Supplies, Clerical, Other
Operation and bMaintenance of Plant
Transportation

Food Services

Other Auxiliary Services, Including Health

Any Fixed Charges Including Social Security and
Retirement

Community Services
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Salries for staff such as central office personnel, which were not
reported in Sections I1I and III because they were unassignable to
grade level or program area, were included in this section.

Those expenditures which were direct allocations for specific pro-
grams such as funds for special equipment and instructional ma-
terials for smnecial education programs were shown.as such.
However, most expenditures were not assignable either by grade
level or by vrogram area; these had to be prorated across grade
levels and program areas according to the number of staff reported
in Section II, All expenditure categories except transportation
.and food services were prorated; only expenditures in these two
areas which could te directly attributed to a specific program
were reported in Section IV and, therefore, used in determining
the weights,

All data for the twenty-four districtg.whose forms were com=-
pleted by Agency auditors under the supervision of a study co-
ordinator were obtained from existirg State collections with the
exception of the pupil, staff and cost information for those
districts with programs for ndn-English speaking students,.
Information for this program arez was obtained from the 1970~71 :
ESEA Title VII applications for funds for bilingual education
programs.15 'i

Once the information needed to compuce the cost differentials

15/ U.S. Office of Education Form 4491-4,
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cach program arca included in the Texas study was obtained and
reported on the cost data forms, the forms were sent to Dr.
McLure who was under contract with the Agency to calculate a set
of Texas wecights. Before the per pupil costs could be calcula-
ted for cach program area and the cost ind’.ces established, many
of the forms had to be recalculated to obtain a higher level of
consistency of data trea?ment procedures between f;rms. The area
in which the most recalculations were made was vocational educa-_
tional enrollments, Due to a misunderstanding in the procedures
to be followed in calculating full-time equivalencies for voca-
tional students, two different kinds of calculations were originally
made which in Dr. McLyre's estimation would significantly affect
the differentials to be calculated., All full~time equivalencies
vere recalculated based on the percentages that the various
vocational programs were of the total annual credit load of an
average student,

Three of the 31 good practiée districts were dropped at
‘this stage of the study becawse of data er;ors. inconsistencies
and ommissions in their cost data fortms which -could not’ be.cor-
rected easily., Using the forms for the 2:3 good practice districts
remaining in the study, per pupil (ADM) costs were calculated for
each distriCté programs. A set of weights was then calculated
for each district using the-base unit of 1,0 to reflect the per
pupil cost of the regu}ar elementary pfogram.

Once a set of weights had been established for each district,

Texas weights were computed by averaging the district weights -
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in each area. For example, the twenty-eight weights for the
regular high school program were summed and divided by 28 to yield
an average weéight of 1.28 for a regular high school student., In
some of the special program areas, most notably early childhood
special educatior. and programs for non-Eng‘ish speaking students,
the resulting weights were based on an average of less than 28
because not all of the good practice districts had pfograms in

16

those areas.

Listed below are the Texas weights which were then used iﬁ.
analyzing a funds allocation plan based on meeting the varying
per pupil costs of providing the programs included in the scope
of the study.

TABLE III : TEXAS PER PUPIL WEIGHTS FOR THE
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

BASIC PROGRAI:

Early Childhood Special Education T 1426
Kindergarten - 1.05
Elementary 1.00
Middle School 1.12
High School 1.28
Elementary *© HKiddle High
SPECIAL PROGRALS: Schood Yo g S ]€ ]
Speech Handicapped 1.36 1.52 1.57
All Other Handicapped 2.21 2.30 2.71
Low Income 137 1.38 1.51
Non-English Speaking 1.77 1.67- 1.67
Migrant 1 .L;'? 1. 51 1.81
Agriculture ——— 1.37 1.56
Homemaking ————— 1.21 1,38
Trades and Industry ———— 1,29 1.47
Office, DE. and Health - - 1,24 1.42
COOperatj ve - 1:23 . 1.41
Handicapvoed Vocational ———— 2.31 2.64
Coordirated Vocational- .
Academic Education ——— 1.59 1.82

16./A more detailed explanation of Dr. lcLure's procedures for
determining each district®s weights is in Appendix D.



..33-.

The dollar value for each of the weéights was based on the
a?orage value for 1.0 found in the 28 good practice districts.
Summing each district®s value for 1.0 and dividing the total by
28 yielded an average value of $497 for 1.0, the weight for 5
regular elementary school student., This dnllar average was then
multiplied by each of the ﬁéights in order to express them as
dollars. In Table IV i§ d;Splayed the per pupil costs established

for each of the program areas included in the study.

TABLE IV : PER PUPIL COSTS FOR TEXAS PROGRAMS
BASIC PROGRAII:

Early Childhood Special Education $626
Kindergarten 22
Elementary 97
Middle School . 557
High Schocl 636
R ELementary Middle ngh
RAN
SPECIAL PROGRAINS: School l
Sperth Handicapped $ 6 $ 756 %
All ©ther Handicapped 1098 1143 34?
Low Income 681 . 686 750
Non=English Speaking 888 830 830
Migrant 731 751 972
Agriculture 681 © 775
Homemaking 602 686
Trades and Industry 641 730
Office, D.E. and Health ‘ 617 706
Cooperatives 612 701
Handicapped Vocational : 1148 1322
Coordinated Vocational- 791 904

Academi.c Education
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Phage IVs Sccuring School DI b's;tmgan_mn_mmm
Weighted Pupil Approach

In order to analyze the impact of a distribution plan based
on weighted pupils in Texas, data other than the set of Texas
weights were need:ds Decisions regarding <he data bank to be
built were based on the kinds of snalyses to be performed,
Basically, analyses were projected for three gene;él areas=~
total instructional program entitlements; district-by-district. _
actual expenditures in 1970-71, and total iﬁdividual program area.
entitlements. In addition, it was envisioned “hat estimates
should be made of total program'entitlements and corresponding
district distributions and comparisons with actual expenditures
of the effect of a weighted pupil distribution formula based not
unly on students actually served by the various programs in
1970-71 but also on those identified as needing programs. In
order to do these énalyses; student population data including those
actually participating ih programs as well as those needing them
were gathered by grade level and program area for each district
in Texas, Additional district level inforﬁétion on expenditures
was also obtained for the comparative analyses whi¢h were en-
visioned, |

A total of 177 datg elements were ottained and loaded into
the computer for each of Texas' 1149 school districtse. All but
ten of thése data items for each district represented various

outbreaks of pupil populatiéns. Several data sources were used

in building the 'ata bank for each district. The problems of data
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comparability cxperienced in gathering data for determining cost
differcntials were also encountered during this phase of the study.
Attempts were made to use the same sources regarding the numbers
of students participating in various programs as were used ear-
lier in determining the weights. The fornm in which the data
elements existed also varied with report-- some vere in head
count, others in ADA, and dthers in’initial enrollment. Each
data source was loaded into the computer in its existing form and,
where necessary, programs were written to convert it to ADIi, the
base unit of #nalysis in the study as well as to sum to the
subtotals needed for the analyses. This was done in order to
avoid any human errors in making the conversions before loading
the.data., However, if the conversions had been made earlier and
the. grade level information had been summed into elementary,
middle, and high school sﬁbtotals for each program area, the
number of data elements loaded and stored in the data bank for

each district could have been substantially reduced. Appendix E

:zontaing a list of the individual data elements loaded for eaéh

district.,

With the exception of data for students participating in
programs for non-English speaking students which were obtained fron
applications subaitted to the U«S. Office of Education for ESEA
Title VII funds (OE Form 4491-4), all population data came from
Statz colilections. The major sources 6f data were the Superinten-
dent'$ Annual Report, tﬁe Superintendent's Special Education
Statistical Repcrt, the Consolidated Applic¢ation for State and:

Pederal Assistance, and the Professional Personnel Assignment Form.
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Individual sources of student population data for each program
arca and the adjustments make by computer program to obtain comparable
data are given in Table V, pages 37-41.
Financizl data obtained for each district included the
following: |
| Actual Total Foundation School Program Cost

Actual Expenditures for Instruction,

Total District Expenditures (excluding capital _
outlay and debt service)

Transportation Allotment Received from the State

State Contrlbutlon to the Cost of the Foundation
School Progran

Zirect Federal Revenue
Other Federal Revenue

Total Revenues of District Excluding Bond Sales for
Capital Outlay

Total Expenditures including Capital Outlay and
Debt Servz‘e

Expendltures for Adult Educatlon Progréms
All expenditure information was collected for the base year of the
study, 1970471. The sources for these datalitems were the Final
Application for }Youndation Funds and the audit report filed by
each district.

Projeqting the number of students ir need»of special programs
covered in the study was based on both existing data documenting
need and on incidence rates, Incidence.rates, rgflecting the
pexrcentage of the student population in need of programs, wevre

determined for program areas in which no information existed

regarding unmet needs. Program managers Ifor both special education

Q
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and vocational education were asked to provide estimates of the
percentages of the total student populatibn who were in nced of
programs in cach of their respective areas. The percentages
provided by the Department of Special Education were based on ones
published in 1972 by the U«S. Office of Education's Bureauw of Ed-
ucation for the Handicapped. The Burecau's estimates,which were
summed to reflect the program areas covered in thg study, yielded
an incidence rate for Speech Handicapped of four percent and for_
all other handicapping conditions of 12.19 percent, In making
analyses based on meeting the needs of handicapped students,
these incideénce rates were applied to each district's elementary,
middle, and high school ADII,

Estimates of anticipated enrollments ir vocational vrograms

for 1976~77 were found in the Tpxas State Plan for Vocational
Education, Fiscal Year 1973. These projected enrollments were con-

verted to incidence rates by determining thé percentage that ewch
was of the prejectzsd secondary enrollment for 1976~77. The incidence
rates which were then applied to each district's high school ADH

‘

weret

TABLE VIs VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IKCIDEICE RATES

Brogran Area Incidence Rate
Cooperi.tive 120
Handicapoed .16
Coordinated Vocational Academic

Education ’ , 12,01
Agriculture 9.95
Homemal:ing 27,40
Trades and Industry 8.30

Office, Distributive, and Healtl.
Education 8¢30
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These incidence rates were used to project the costs ¢f serv-

ing students in nced of special and wocational education pro-
crams. In making analyses, if the number of students in. need

of specific programs wac 1€5S5 using incidence rates than the actual
participation firfures, then-the,acthal dat:. were used.

The source of information about the extent of need for spe-
cial programs for low inecome, non-English speaking‘and migrant stu-
dents was the 1970-71 Consolidated Application for State and
Federal Assistance (CASFA), Each district which filed a CASFA
for ESEA Tilte 1, Title I higrant, Title II or IDEA Title III
funds, was asked to estimate, by grade level, the number of its
students with the following characteristicss low incone, ni-
grant, non-standard English. No criteria are given for identify-
ing students with these characteristics which results in a
grea* range of needs reported. Since incidence rates would have
been difficult to determine in these areas and would probably
have been no less of a gross measurement of need than the district
estimates, the CASFA estimates were used. The estimated counts
submitted by each district were summed to g;ade level and converted
to ADM using the enrollment to ADM ratio of each district. Again
in districts where the estimated need wap 1e83 than the reported
number of students served by a program in cne of these areas in

1970-1971, actual. participation data was used.

Analyses ol any method of allocating funds to school districts

can be approached irn several ways. Analyses can be limited to
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projecting the costs of the distribution method and its impact on
individual districts or expanded.to encompass plans for the acqui-
sition of revenues to support the propoosed distribution system in-
cluding alternative methods of taxation. Analyses in the Texas
weighted pupil stiudy were designed primariily to assess the impact of
a weighted pupil allocation plan on Texas school districts. Tkis
was done for two major reasons. First, it was felt that tying a
weighted pupil distribution plan to one or more revenue-raising
plans would diffuse the focus of the study since several different
revenue plans could be used to support such a plan, Second, this
limited approach parallelled plans of the Board Committee to ex-
amine distribution plans before considering alternative revenue
plans.

All anplyses wsre done by cnmputer using a program developed
by a computer analyst in the Agency's Management Information Center
who was assigned full-time to the study. Prior to the decision
to develop a new computer system for the Texas study, the¢ compu-
ter system desigied by members of the NEFP staff was evaluated for
possible use. Tne major reasons that the NEFP system was not in-
stalled on the Texas computers involved the language of the NEFP
system, its printout format, the amount o:' data which it was de-~
signed to hold, and the changes which woul.d have had to be made in
the computer statements to accomodate the Texas study. The language
used in the NEFF system--PL/l-- was unfamiliar to Agency staff mem-
bers who did most of thelr work using Cobol. Utilization of the

NEFP system would have necessitated engaging a new staff member
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familiar with the PL/1 language or providing intensive training for
an existing staff member. Second, the system was designed to pro-
duce printouts in the size of a regular sheet of paver. This sub-
stantially reduced the number of characters and hence the number of
colunns which could be printed across the page for any single analy-
sis. Third, the NEFP system was designed to accomodate data for
only 800 districts necessitating changes to increase the storage
space to accomodate all of Texas' 1149 school districts. And final-
ly, since the Texas study dealt with program areas and populations
which differed from the NEFP study, a substantial number of the
.computer statements would have had to be rewritten to acconocate
these changes and the Texas weights. Althcugh, it would have been
possible to make each of these changes necessary to making the NEFP
system usable in Texas, estimates of the time required to make them
and test the system were not much less than.the estimates of the
time it would take to design, test and operationalize a new sys-
tem.

An extenzive list of possible analyses of the effect of a
weighted pupil distribution formula on Texas districts was developed
while the new computer system was being désigned and the data ele-~
ments for each d.strict loaded. However, osnce the system was opera-
tional, the shor:ness of time ;n which to xomplete any analyses
prior to the Board ‘Committee's consideration of the study findings
necessitated that only éelected analyses te done.initially.. The
criteria used in seiecting those analyses to be made included those

which would further the stated objectives of the study and those
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which would display %he significant differences in using a weighted
student approach as the basis for the distribution of funds as com=
paruvd to other allocation methods.

Of primary interest were projections of costs of funding an
éducational program based on weighting students according to the
costs of meeting their different nceds. Analyses of the costs of
the propoced Texas program were prepared showing the funds that each
district would receive and the resulting total State co~t of using
weighted students. Although the average cost for 1.0--$497-- found
in the twenty-eight good practice districts was used in making most
of the analyses, the earlier analyses included projections of in-
structional program costs at different values for 1.0 ranging from
$413 to $£601,

District analyses were done by using two different sets of
student population data. The first%, designated as “students
served", included the average daily membership {ADH) of the popu-
lations actually served by special programs in each district in
1970~71, the base year of study data and analyses, The second set
of population data, "students identified", included the estimates
of existing need for different programs in each district.

In the earlier analyses, all weights viere applied as originally
calculateq.JV Weights in each of the spec:.al education and compén-
satory program areas revresented the total per pupil cost for the

school year, These special program areas weights were multiplied

1?7/ Refer to page 9 of :thig papexr for thdse weights.
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by the number of students enrolled in each special program area and
the regular program weights were multiplied by the total ADM less the
ADM for each of the special program areas with the exception of
vocational education. {This was not necessary for vocational educa-
tion because of the use of FTE's,) Where students were served by more
than one of the special programs--which is often .the case--~, they were
counted twice using this methode In many districts, this resulted

in negative ADM and dollar totals for the regular program when

these duplicate students were subtracted from the total ADM for

each of the program areas in which they were served. Although the
.analyses and resulting total district and State cost projections

were not changed by these negative figures, individual program area
costs at both the State and district levels could not be displayed in
an understandable form because of the negative figures which appeared
for one or more of the regular programs. ' ; .
At this point in the study, it was decided to express the

weights for special program areas and vocational education as add-

on weights which when expressed as dollars ,would represent the
additional per pupil cost, beyond the regular program cost of the
special programs only. In order to do this, all or the per enroilee
special educatioir and remedial/compensatory weights were recalculated
as add-on weighti by subtracting the regular program weight from the
per enroilee special program weights., For examﬁle, the high school
special education per enrollee weight which had been determined during

an earlier phase of the study was 2.71l. The add-on weight expressiag
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the relative cost of special education for each high school student
was calculated by subtracting 1.28, the regular high school per
pupil weight, from 2,71 which yielded an add-on weight of 1.43.
Bécause the vocational education weights were originally calculated
as per FTE weights, they were first recalculated as per enrollee
weigﬁts and then expressed as add-on weights using the same procedure
as outlined above.

The set of weights for the regular programs--kindergarteﬁ,
elementary, middle and high school~- remained the same. The weight

for Early Childhood Special Education programs also remained the

.same because it was applied to a special population of students not

used in the rest of the study--3 and 4 year olds. When expressed as
add-ons, the special program weights used subsequently in the

analyses weret

TABLE.VII; ADD-ON WEIGHTS FOR STUDENTS IN SPECIAL AND
VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Program Area Elementary Middle High
‘ — School School School

Speech Handicapped e 36 ' U0 .29
All Other liandicapped 1.21 1,18 1.4.3
Low Income : _ «37 26 23
Non=English Speaking 77 «55 o 39
Migrant _ 47 «39 53
Agriculture - 25 28
Homemaking : «09 «10
Trades and Industry. 17 «19
Office, Distributive Education W12 o1l

and Health ‘
Cooperative o11 .13
Handicapped Vocational 1.19 1,36
Coordinated Vocational Academic L7 .54

Education ' )
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Once the add-on weights were determined, they were used
in 211 suvtsequent analyses to express the relative cost of pro=-
viding special programs. All students in a district were first
counted as regular students at the approvpriate grade level,
kindergarten, elementary, middle or high. When the weighted ADM
for the regular programs was converted to dollars wusing 1.0 equal
to $497, the total dollar allocation which each district would receive
for the overation of its regular program resulted, Each district's
allocation for special programs was then calculated by multiplying
the ADii for each of the special program areas by the add-on weight
.for each area and then multiplying the weifthted ADM by $497.

By using add-on weights in this manner, negative totals for the
regular students and program costs were avoided because the sum

of ADM in special programs was no longer subtracted from the total
ADM,

In order to analyze the effect of the projected costs of é
weighted student allocation plan on both the State and individual
districts, the cust estimates were compared to actual expenditure
data for 1970-71., Although the results of the comparisons showed
that it would cost less than one percent more to provide programs
for students served similar to the level of gquality rerresented by
the 28 good practice districts than actual expenditures in 1970-71,
‘a significant redistribution of funds would be required with
approximately half of Texas' districts receriving increased amounts
6f funds and the bther half receiving rediced amounts, This was

displayed in district level comparisonss In additionh, the number of
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winners and losers and the rance of losses and gains were also
Fivenr in conjunction with ~2~rch comparison of the weighted student
allocation projections with other allocation plans.

In addition to actual expenditures in 1970-71, the weighted
pupil distribution formula was also compared on a district-by-
district basis with a flat grant distribution plan, in an effort
to determine what effect nroviding varying amounts of funds per
student would have on individual districts as compared to equal
funds per student,

Tables X-XIV of the written report of the study display the
results of the analyses discussed above and of the format used
for each analysis. The remainder of the analyses done for the
deliberations of the Board Committee included the addition of funds
for transportation, food services, capital outlay and debt service
interest, Actual expenditures in each of these areas for 1970-71
were added to the projectea costs of the weighted pupil allocation
formula in order to provide a more comprehensive estimate of the
total cost of the proposed distribution plan,

In previous comparisons to actual expenditures in 1970-71,
all sources of revenue-~ Federal, State, and local-- received by
each district in 1970=71 were.iﬁcluded; 'In order to reflect the
additional funds which would be required for the State to support
a weightea student allocation plan in each district; the funds re-
ceived from local enrichment and Federal sources were subtracted from
the.grand totals for each district. The r2sults of this yielded bo:h

the absolute amounts and the percent increase needed in State revenues

O
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above the level of State funds expended in 1970~71. It was found
that a 40,4 percent increase in State expenditures would be needed
for the State to fund fully the weighted puvil allocation plan at
the level of quality found in the 28 good vnractice districts.
Tables XV-XX show.both the formats used in these analyses and re-
sults which were obtained. » -\

The results of all analyses were displayed in tabular form with
the districts listed in the first column and variables used in each
eznalysis displayed in the rest of the columns. The tables were
designed iﬁ all cases for ease of reading and to present the most
“important findings of the analyses., Two types of printouts were
désighed for each analysis, one giying  district information for
each of Texas' 1149 districts and the other displaying the same
information for ten districts with State totals for all districts.
The ten districts which were chosen for summary display purposes
represented a range of financial conditions, were of different
sizes and were located in different parts of the State.
MW

During the initial planning of the Texas weighted pupil
study, it was enrisioned that broad guidelines would be developed
to suggest how s'1ch a distribution method might be administered.
Areas Juggested for inclusion in the guidelines were state
salary.schedules, district accountability for expenditures, rules
governing expenditure of funds in different program areas, reporting

requirements, and local control.

O
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From the outset, it.was recognized by the study coordina-
tors that two different kinds of guidelines could be writtent
one would give districts wide discretion in determining how the
funds which they were allocated would be expended and the other
would require districts to svend the weighted amount it received ver
child specifically for that child. The guidelines, which were
conceptualized by the study staff would have outlined procedures
for the distribution of funds to districts based on their identifi-
cation of studenﬁ needs and the development and implementation of
programs or special services designed to meet those needs as re-
ported in a district plan submitted to the Agency, probably at two
year intervals. The automatic financing mechanism of the existing
Foundation School Program would be maintained so that districts
could plan based on realistic estimates of the funds they would re-
ceive each year., In addition, it was intended that local éontrol
over the determination of programs énd fundé exvenditures be con-
tinued by giving districts some flexibility in determining -
allocation of funds for the regular and svegial program areas.
This flexibility might be defined as the option to allocate a cer-
tain percent of the funds received for one program area to & ‘other
as long as all siudents who were reported iis being served were
actually served ty each of the program areas.

Because of “the sensitiveness of several of the = to be
covered in the guidelines.and the time that it would take to resolve
satisfactorily the issues within each of taiesé areas, it soon became

apparent that developing a set of guidelines that would govern

O
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the administration of‘a,weighted pupil distribution plan waé too
extensiveba task and beyond the capacity of the staff given the
time available for completion of the study. Hence, in reporting
the weighted pupil study procedures and findings to the Board
Committee, the study coordinators suggested that, if the weighted
pupil approach to fundg distribution were pursued-further as a
means of financing Texas public education, extensive condideration
be given to the various alterratives available for the administra-~
tion of the plan.

: Board Committece .

A full report detailing all phases of the study was written
primarily for the Board Committee and other groups studying alter=-
native distribution plans for Texas. In addition, the written
report was viewed as a means of providing documentation of the
.procedures which were u =2d in case parts of the study were ever
repeated., Particular effort was given to providing written docu-
mentation of the seleétion and costing of programs as found.-in
the good practice districts since the study represented one of the
few attempts in Texas school financing history to determine the
costs associated with providing quality prcgramse

In addition to the report which detailed the methodeology,
procedures and analyses undertaken during the study, a summary
report was prepared, The summary was designed to provide an over-
view of the major findings of ‘the study including the projected

costs of a weighted pupil allocation plan using both students served



-5[4,_
and students identified as needing special programs as well as to
outline the procedures used in determining the Tekxas weights. The
summaries of the three distribution plans vrenared by the Agency
staff for conrideration by the Board Committee were distributed to
al) Texns 'superintendénts to keep them abreast of the Committee's
delibcpations and to obtain their input. -

The oral presentation of the Texas weighted pupil study which
was prepared for thé Board Committec also dealt with the major
findings of the study with a summary of how the weights were deter-
mined and applied to Texas districts in the analyses which were
.made. During the oral presentation, the impact of the weighted
pupil approach on Texas districts was displayed by using statewide
totals as well as the individual results for the ten districts which
were chosen as represéntative of the*wide: range of conditions found
in Texas school districts. The entire set of printouts for all

districts were also made available to each Committee member.

Cost qf the Study

The entire cost of the study was appr&ﬁimately $29,000,
Except for $3000 in computer costs, the majority of the expenditureu
wvere for manpowe:~, Since Agency staff members were used as-staff
to the study, most of the manpower costs were absorbed by the Agencys
without any additional ;xpénditure of funds. Estimates of the

costs for the major phases of the study were as followsi
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Phases I and IIt Scovne of the
Program and Selection of
Good Practice Districts

Phase TII: Determination of
Texas VWeights

Phases IY and Vs Gathering of
School Population Data and
Analyses

Phase VII: Preparation of
Written Report

General Administration

$2000,

$5000,

$8000.

$1500.

$3500,

(this in-
cludes $3000
in computer
costs)



EVALUATION OF THE TEXAS APPROACH

The Texas cost differentials and the analyses performed
in avplying them as a method for distributing funds represent
reasonable estimates of the costs of supporting educational
progrars for all districts at the average expenditure level found
in the twenty=-eight good practice districts., However, both time
constraints and data problems lessen the degree of confidence that
can be placed in the weights for actual funding purposes., In

addition, slight changes in several of the procedures might have

yielded significantly different weights. The major problems which

were encountered and other procedures which might have been
followed are discussed below in evaluating the Texas approach.
The basis of a weighted pupil approach is the selection of
districts to be used in establishing pupil weights and a dollar
value for 1.0. The selection of Texas® good practice distric%s
was based solely on judgements of quality programs. A concern
shared by staff members during the development of selection
procedures wad the nonavailability of other variables which could
be used to determine which districts offer quality vrograms,
Specifically, evidence of quality in terms of the products of
the educational tfystem was sought. One source which was evaluated
for asceriaining the quality of students produced by district
educational systems was achievement test scores. Although
recognizing that achievement test scores aire not often a valid

measure of student achievement, the staff noped to use test resuits

-56-
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as one way of securing nominations of best practices in addition
to the judgements of those selscted to make nomirnations, Despite
the fact that Texas has not had a State testing program

invol~ing all districts during recent years, the possibility

of using test results reported by districts on program evaluaticas
was explored. However, efter examining these reports, it was
concluded that no comparable test data existca which could be

used because of the wide number of achievement tests used by Texas
districts and the variances in the grade levels at which the tests
were administered.

Changes in the nomination process itself might also have
yielded different results, The inclusion of three arecas ~- adult
vocational, adult basic, and gifted/talented -- in the nomination
criteria which were excluded later fronm the study may have resulted
in some districts not being nominated who had best practices
in all areas but these three, In additlon, a different list
of best practice districts might have been obtained if a weighting
system had been developed which would have assigned higher
values to nominations in certain areas %han to those in others,

In the procedures used, a nomination for best practice in early
childhood special education counted as much as a nomination for
best practice in a regular elementary oducation program. The
possibilites of weighting the nominations were not explored
extensively in the Texas study because determining the values
would have involved another set of judgements which would have

made the nomination and selection proc:ss more complex to
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to manage and exvplain.

The major prcblenm confronted in the study concerned sources
of data. The data problems were particularly acute during the acqui-
sition of pupil, staff, salaries, and other ¢ost information to
be used in establishing the Texas weights., As in most states,
the Texas data system is organized around the existing State aid
system. Data for areas covered in the weighted puﬁil study which
were not part of the existing Fourdation School Program were either
nonexistent or had less validity than data which were used in 1970-
71 for distributing State funds. Two areas, adult basic education
and programs for the gifted and talented, had to be excluded from
the study becausé of the lack of pupil, cost, and staff data. In
program areas which have been supported traditicnally with Pederal
funds, such as low income and non-English spezking, the weights
which were determined represent for the most vart the ver pupil
expenditures in the 28 districts from Federal funds only becauce
districts are not requested usually to provide information to the
State on local expenditures, if any, for these programs,

Even in some areas which have been supﬁor@ed in part with
State funds, several, often conflicting, sources of data were
available, For example, staff Information was found on two major
reports filed by all districts in 1970-7?1. One report which identi-
fied staff members by teaching category war used for the distribution
of State Poundation School Program funds to each district,
Since personnel who were reported as teachars did not have to

perform actual tcaching duties, many distrlicts in order to qualify
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for morc State funds, revorted certificated central staff menmbers
with erenter exrmerience and/or degrees an teachers in place of per-
sonnel actually teaching who had less experience and/or fewer de-
grees. Using thisrevort for Section II would have resulted in staff
counts which did ot represent the actual practices of the districts
in staffing the various program areas. Another revort of personnel
filed by each district was designed to collect maﬁ;gemcnt information
on personnel, their recponsibilities and the number of students which
they serve., In this revort for 1970-71, each district revnorted all
of its professional personnel and coded their responsibilities,
Although this report was used only for information, the staff counts
by program areas were considered by Agency personnel to be a better
reflection of actual district practices than the counts reported for
funding purposes and consequently were used in the study. In other
cases of duplicate sources of information, attempts were made to use
the sources which staff members felt would provide the most accurate
information about the actual practices of the twenty-one districts.
It was envyisiored that some of these data problems would not
occur in the severn districte for which datr'forms were comrleted ty
staff memhere frem rneh dictriet ucing exicting district data for
1970-71, Although no extensive survey was made of the individual
problemsy) of the seven districts in sccuring data for completing
the cos% form, informal reports from staff members in some of these
districts provided insight into the informsz.tion existing at the
district level. According to them, data systems in their respective
districts in 1970-71 were also organized around the existing State

support system, the Foundation School Program in order to facjlitate

reporting information to the State for funds distributior.
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furthermore, if detailed records were not required by the State,
then detailed information did not exist often at the district level.
Because of this, many of the problems experienced during the ac-~
quisition of the data for the twenty-one good vractice districts
also occurred in several of the seven districts., Since 1970-71,
many of these districts have implemented program budreting systems,
which would have enabled them to provide more detailed data about
individual programs if 2 later base year were used. i

Calculating the set of Texas weights in a different way also
would have yielded a different set of weights. Instecad of com-
puting a set of weights for each of the twenty-cight good practice
districts and then averaging the weights to establish a weight for
Texas, the weights could also have bezn computed by totaling all
of the costs associated with a program for all twenty-eight districts
and dividing that sum by the sum of the students participating in
that program ini the twenty-eight districts. This method of cal-
culating the weights was not used for several reasonss most im=-
portant among these was the following. The use of-.the.alternative
calculation method described above would have resulted in weights
which were largely determined by the practices of the largest dis-
tricts in the study, theresby obviating the need for gathering data
from the smaller good practiceé dictricts, However, dif{ferent
size districts were included in the list of good practice districts
for tre exrress nurpose of including ony costs which resulted from
difforerces in their size, differences in the cost of living, remote-

ness, geographic location, or other variables in the determination
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of the Texas weights. FPFurthermore, it Was tendered that weights
determined by a small number of large, urban districts in Texas
would have been untenable politically in a State which has 1149
districts, the majority of which consider themselves to be located
in nonurban areas and which have less than 1000 students.

Most of the Texas weights were based on data-from the majority
of the twenty-eight good practice districts and can, therefore,
be considered as representative of the average actual costs, based
on existing information, of providing quality programs. The
number of districts on whiéh the weights in-each program area vere

based is given below,

TABLE VIII: NUMBER OF DISTRICT WEIGHTS USED IN
DETERMINING TEXAS WEIGHTS, BY PROGRAM

AREA

Program Area Number ¢f District Weights

Kindergarten 26

Elementary 28

Middle Scheol 28

High School 4 28

Early Childhood Speéial Education 16

Speech Handicapped 27 21 : 16

All Other Special Education 27 5 5

Low Income | 28 20 7

Non-English 3peaking 6 2 1

Migrant ) 7 ‘ 5 2

Agriculture ' 25

Homemaking 28

Trades and Industry ' 28

Office, Distributive Education and Health Education - 19
#  Cooperatives .27

Vocational Handicapped ‘ _ 1

Coordinated Vocational Academic Education .20
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However, as can be scen from examining the table above,
weights in some areas were only based on the practicés of a few
districts., This was true particularly in some swnecial program areas,
such as migrant, non-English speaking, and handicapped vocational,
because of the lak of widespread programs in these areas. In
addition, wéights for middle school vocational education programs
were not based on actual practices because of the—iack of infor-
mation about the »rograms. These weights were computed by taking
the average high school weight for each vocational area and mul~
tiplying it by %f%%, the ratio of the regular middle scho6l program
weight to the regular high school program weight, As a result of
thé lack of infeormation for speéial and middle school vocational
progams, any funding done on the basis of these weights would need
to be accompanied by some provision for adjustments if districts
found themselves unable to provide programs in these areas because
of the low leyel of funds allocated to tihem for the programs.
These adjustments could be calculated on a hold-harmless basis
guaranteeipg each district the level of funds expended per child
in each of fhese areas in 1970-71 until weiéhts based on a larger
number of good practice programs and more Jdetailed information
could be establiched.

The latk of widespread practices in‘tome of the special prograns
#nd the lack of }iscrate. information jn olhker areas raises questions
about the range of weights which should be included in the scope

of a weighted pusil study. Based on the Texas experience, one could

centend that the level of detail of the program typology should be
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no greater thar the level of detail of the data which would be uged in
deternining per pupil program costs and hence weights. For examole,
if the: Texas sfudy were repeated using existing data, welghts should
probably be determined for middle and secondary vocational programs
alike, and only one wéight, rather than three at different grade
levels, should be established for each special program area in which
little;infbrmatiOn(exists by grade level.

As statea ear&ier, the major constraints in the Texas study_—
were the lack of time and data. If the study were repeated,
procedural changes could be made which would have alleviated many
of the problems which were encountered due to thése constraints.
A similar study probabiy should not be conduéted in a timeframe of
less than six months, and up to a year should be allotted if a major
data gathering phase is necessary. Adeguate time should be spent
during the planning phase in determining what data are needed,
their availabiiity;in'the form needed, and their validity.. In
addition, pilot tests using the cost data formc should be used
to determine the data problems thét are likely to occur later so |
that they can be resolved before beginning the actual data gathering :
phase. Finally, an evaluation of the available daita should be made
" in terms of their limitations for use in the.study. If data are
not available at the state level, then the possibility and cost=-
benefits of securing the necegsary data from districts should be
explored.

Although a longer period of time in which to plan and complete

the Texas study would have enabled the staff to ré&olie’ fully some
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of the dnta problems which surfaced during the study, the weights
would probably not have been slegnificantly different,than those
which were established,if the existing data base were used since all
data calculations and computations were done similarly for all dis-
tricts. Significant changes in the Texas weights would have
resulted, however, if data were collected specifically for the study
from a future base year rather than one in the vast. If sufficient
time existeds~ at least eighteen months-- all data used in the sgudy
could be gathered expressly for the study by using an upcoming
schooi year. This could be done by selecting the good practice
districts during the spring and then training the districts' fis-
cal staffs during the summer to report the current expenditures for
the school year beginning the following September as they occurred.
Several benefits would result from gathering‘the data iﬁ this way.
Prior knowledge about the specific kinds of.dafa needed would enable
these staffs to collect the data in a usable form and at the level
of detail needed., The weizghts which would be calculated from data
gathered in this manner would provide a reasonably accurate reflec-
tion of actual costs because records could be organized by program
area and grade - . and expenditures and other information specified
accordingly. Th!s would substantially reduce the amount of expern=-
ditures and personnel which would have jo be prorated across all pro-
gram areas in determining cost differentials, a prdcedure which

can distort the real differences between per pupil frogram area costs.
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A longer period of time in which to accomplish the study
would also npermit the acquisition and training of a permanent
ploff socirned full time to the stud&. In total, more than thirty
Apency staff members contributed to the Texas weighted pupil
study. DMost of t:ese were involved in the acguisition of data
for establishing the cost differentials and of population
data for analyzing the impact of a weighted studen% approach on
Texgs districts. By having a full time staff specifically assigned
to the study, *the number of people working with the data could be
substantially reduced), which should result in a greater degree
of accuracy ir the data. A permanent staff sufficient to complete
the study itself would also have the capacity to compute the
cost differentials without having to contract with an external
consultant. 4 computer program could be written for calculatihg
the cost differentials if data from a large. number of districts
were used.

Another option for states which wish to explore a funds distri-
bution alternative based on weighted students would be to use
the weights developed ir the National Educaéional Finance Project
study. States which neither have existing data sufficient for deter-
mining cost differentials or time to undertake the acquisition of
needed data might use'the_NEFP weights for examining how a
weighted student distribution method might work in their states.
Redistribution o. total current expendifures using the NEFP

weights would yield information about the impact on different

districts. This could be done by multiplying the students served
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by different programs by the NEFP weights for those programs and
then divfding the total current expenditures by the weighted
otudent total to derive the value for 1.0. Applying this vlaue
for 1.0 to egch district's weighted student to{als for different
program areas would produce the funds to be distributed to each
district by program area., By summing the program area funds for
each district, the total funds each district would receive could
be determined and then compared to'.the funds actually exvénded:in the
base year used, _

For actual funding purposes, there are major linitations *n
using the NEFP weights, First, the NEFP weights were developed as
.prototypes and not svecifically for use by any one state. The
NEFP weights are based on cost differentials for vrograms of
districts srattered throughout the United States that were judged
to have quality <ducational programs. The states in which these
districts are located undoubtedly have a wide range of support
systems, different programatic emphases, and different laws
concerning the acquisition and distribution of revenues, The

possible extent of these differences can be seen by comparing

the NEFP weéights and the Texas weights.

TABLE IX: COMP/RISON OF THE NEFP WEIGHTS AND THE TEXAS WEIGHTS

" TEXAS NEFP
PROGRAIT AREA WEIGHT - WEIGHT
Kindergarten 1.05 . l.30
Basic Elementary 1.0 : 1.0
Middle School l.12 1.20
High School - 1.28  l.b40
Speech Handicapped 1.36,1e52,1,57 1,20

Early Childhood $Spec, Eds 1l.26 e
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TABLE IX CONTINUED:

TEXAS NEFP
PROGRALL ARFA WEIGHT WEIGHT
A1l Other bpccial Eg. 2.21,2.30,2.71 range of 1090"3-25
Low Inconme 1.37,1.38,1,51 2,06
Non-English Speaking 10774,1667,1.67 ————
Mi_gran't l.u?,l.frl'l.sl haktdadel
Agriculture 1,37, 1l.56 ————
Trades and Industries 1,29,1.47
Homemaking 1l.21, 1.38 one weight only
Cooperatives 1.23, 1l.41 of 1.80

Office, D.E. and Health 1l.24, 1,42
Coordinated Vocational

Academic Education 1,59, 1l.82
Vocational Handicapved =~ 2.31, 2.64 -
As can be seen above, the Texas wéights differ significantly from
the NEFP weights in several areas., In general, the Texas weights
are smaller in almost every area than the NEFP weights. A smaller
percentage of the funds spent for regular programs in Texas good
practice districts was expended for special programs than in the
sample districts used in the NEFP study. Similar kinds of differ-
ences might exist between the programs in another state and the
NEFP weights.,

Second, a set 6f weights based on the relative costs of actual
practices in districts in the state in whicw a weighted pupil
alternative is being consid~red would be more politically
acceptable to those who are considering distribution alternatives
and more defensib..e to thcse who question t1e validity of- the
welghts themselves, |

The Texas weighted pupil study proved valuable in several ways
despite the time constraints and data limitations which accompanied

it., First, an allocation plan which would result in the distribution
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of fTundns to riizntricts based on their identlification of student

nceds and the provision of nrograms and services to meet those
needs was exnlored and recommended for consideration in Texas,
Sccond, the ©tudy is the only comprencnsive examinntion and
documentation of the relative cocts of nrovidir~ qual)sitr
eduecntinnal prosrart in districts selected becavse of the’r ~~2¢
practices and of the total cost if a similar level of support were
provided for cvery districts The importance of these findings has
alrcady been fccognizcd.. Contributions from this part of the
study were included in the Board Committee's recommended changes
in the existing Feundation School Program. Prior to the commletion
of this study, the recommended changes were based on what would te
nccessary to alipgn the Foundation School Program staffing ratios
and operating expenses with the average actual practices of Texas
districts. Becauce the weighted pupil study focused on the
provision of quality nrograms and data about the guality programs
had been gathcfed in conjunction with the study, the Board Com-
mittee was able to recommend changes in the existing system which
were bascd on qual.ity rather ‘than average pfactices of Texas

districts,
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EVALUATION OF THE WEIGHTED
STUDENT »E110DOLOGY

At 2 time when educators and laymen alike are endeavoring to
find ways to cnable the navion's schools to meet flexibly the irndi-
vidual educational needs of cach school-age child, an allocation
system tased on the varying cbsts of providing for thece needs has
great merit.and, conscaquently, has garnered a great deal of interest,
To date, the weirhted pupil methodology 25 develoned by the iatioral
Educatioral Finance Project staff is the best concevntualization of
how a state desiring to provide funds for méeting different student
needs might do so. However, the weighted pupil methodology does
contain come inherent weaknesses which’'statés should bé cognizant
of when considering its adootion for the allocation of funds. The
most important of theée are discussed below,

Although a weighted student distribution plan can be grounded
in the provision of quality programs, the concept of quality which
has been uzed in past aoplications of the methodology is narrow.
Quality programs, as identified and costed in both the NEFP proto-
type and Texas stndies, were cliosen on the basis of consideration
of what exists ra~her than what ought to exist. To a large ¢xtent,
what exists presently is more a function of the present system rather
than a rationale determination of what should exist, For examnle,
the quality of the programs of the twenty-eight good practice dis-
tricts was limited by the level of State funds ard local enrich-
ment available to them as well as by the verious systemic and legal

constraints under which each Texas district operates. Programatically,

ERIC -
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what ic, even if considered to be quality, is not what necessarily
ourht to be or cven what nignt be if these constraints did not
ezttt or were cllferernt, Pernans, it rav not te until the “what
ourht to te” can be cdescribved and costed that a cupport systen which
is tased on aquality can be develoved and overationalized to achieve
the intcnded z:xsults in terms of the products of the education
system, |

Another issue involved in the concept of qualiiy is the re=-
lationship between dollars and quality, The assumption uvor which
both the iEFP and Texas studies were based was that, if 7 level of
_suppnort similar to that found in the twenty=-ecight good vractice
districts could be provided for all distriets, every district
would be able to provide programs similar in quality and vproduct
to those of the good practice districts, In other words, gsimilar
dollar inputs should result in similar products. This assumption
excludes the possibility that other variables, unrelated to either
the level of support availéble or actual expenditures, may well
be the major determinants of quality. .

The uncertainties about what quality education is, what it
ought to be, and the relationship between dollars and quality are
not the sole prosince of the weighted pupil concept but have been
raised about oth:r distribution alternatives in which the achieve=-
ment of éuality is sought in a systematic way, Hhowever, no dis-
tribution plan should either be recommended or adopnted as the
answer  to the aiest for quality until the major determinants of

quality have been identified and examined by both educators and the
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public, In addicion té providing intformation about relative cosis
i diflcrent nrorcrams, future weifgnted yrupil studies which nare tased
on rood practices could extend existing knowledre nbout the variables
of aquality by delireating thore which secem to be +the most inmnortant
in the districts used in the cost studies,

Another area of concern about the weighted puvpil corcent is
itc administrations The Texas study, like tre (EFP study, did not
enconpass how a district would be reguired to swend its funds. As
discussed carlier, guidelines could be written which would direc
that a dictrict cvend the funds it receives for ecach child onlv for
the provirion of 2dvcational programs for that child or that the
funds be expended in the program area for which they were alletted.
Guidelinec such as these could easily encourare the flourishing of
catngorical programc very sSimilar to the ones vernetuated by the )
allocation of Fedaral funds since 1965, Guidelines of this nature
mirsht ensender criticism, cimilar to that which has been levied
apainat caterorical funding in the past, by those who feel that
guch funding encourares districts to respond separately to each
éducational nced of a child rather than meeting his needs in a
flexible integrated apmnroach wiich is individually taileored to
each child and his needs.,

Conversely, more flexible guidelines rcould te promulgated
in which districts would be delegated the responsibility for deciding
how to spend their allocated funds, This kind of approach was

snvisioned by the Governor's Citizens' Committee on Education in

Florida which, in recommending the us. of weights for funding



-?2-

purpones caids:
We ~trens (hal witile diciricts should be free
to sperd the P rorev thev earn .-or their weirhted
FTE pretty rach in the wovc thev determine, o cistric:
can only carn wei~ited rik for a onecial rro~ran by
by hovins the rcturents ~fctually errolled in nuch 2
procram meet ne otnte stardarde, 40
However, it *~ econceisvranl~ dha* 2 fiexihie apprr~r~t *~ <he exunon-
13
diture nf “un<~ onee they are reccived, 25 ovtlined ~bove, ricnt
lcad to further court litipatiorns brousht by parents who btelieve
that their districts are not svending what they receive for their
- - (4 B

-

children on conecific nrogroms for their childrens In addition,

the provision of toc much flexibility misht serve to undernine
the reasons for distributing funds on a weighted student tasis.
ﬂnothcr poteatial protlem area for states which are considering
the adoption of a weignted student avrroach to the distribtution of
funds concerns how the weirhts and the value for 1,0 would be up-
‘datcd after the system were operaationali"cd ard the initial alloca-
tions were mades It i5 true that cost of living adjustmentc for
infilation could b2 made relatively simply but other changes, es-
pecially those involving adijustments in th» relationshirs betwen
weights, would be more difficuit. This would be varticularly true
if no local enrichment were allowed and if distric+ts were given lit-
tle or no flexibility as to how they might Svend their allocations,
If these two conditionc existed, the weighted pupil allecation sSystem
would be locked into itself and, 21lthourh the absolute values of

the weights coulc be changed, the relatiorships between the weirshts

would remain stafic and be pernetuated by the system. This would

387Covcrnor Citizens' Committee on Education, Inprovins Educat »n
]:Rjkjin_ﬁlgniﬁa, Lallaha ee, Florida, karch 15, 1973, o. 118.
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result breruse oLl districts would be rredning the sane relative
and abtolute arounis for their students, thus dissirmatine any
chnnges which mignt have occurred if dintricts icre able to deter=-
mine their own c¥nenditure patterns,

The overarching purvose of this paper was to document the
procedures ucsed in adapting the IEFP weirhted nuvnil methodology
to Texas and to examine both the general and specific nrovlems
which were encountered during th¢ adantatien,. It is hopned that
the analyses and evaluation of the weighied rupil methodology
contained herein will be of benefit to othcrs which are either
considering the development of a similar school financing alter-

-

native or are examining poscible refineménts to the cxisting
weighted pupil methodology. Although chanses in present allocation

ystems, which have nroved workable over several decadec in spite of

(&}

their inequities, will be difficult perhans to achieve immediately,
particularly without the exisience of court'mandates in all ctates,
the exnlnration of other alternatives such as the wéighted pupil
method and familiarlzation with the advantages and disadvantages
of cach should lecad to more fundamental and far-reaching changes

in the future.
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APPEIDIX B: HNOIINATION INSTRUCTIONS FOR BeST PRACTICE DISTKICLL

Texas Education Agency 201 East Eleventh Strect
Austin, Texas
¢ STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 78701

o STATE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION
o STATE DCPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

TO:
FROM: J. B. Morgan
DATE: ' _

SUBJECT: Instructions for Identifying Best Practice Districts

Thank you f»r agreeing to nominate thirty districts with best
practice programs in Texas in the areas of
. The nominations which you,
other members of the Agency, and Education Service Center
Directors make will be analyzed in order to determine the thirty
school districts which have the most nominations. These thirty
comprencensive best practjice districts will be used to determine
the relative costs of educiating different student populations.
These weights will be the basis for the develovment of the
school finance alternative (6.1-4) which would provide funds to
each school district based on identified student populations.

The information on the secand page is previded for you to use
when making your nominations. Please let us know if you have
any questions. All nominations should be returned to the Office
of Urban Education by Tuesday, May 30.

L4

1N}

_drive
The .;;—f..tf""_

LA e »
Y w4 o




-83~

INSTRUCTIONS FOR NOMINATING DISTRILIS
WITH BEST PRACTICES

Please nominate thirty districts in each of thc¢ following
areas:

Districts should be nominated which have the best compre-
hensive program in each of the areas listed in #1.

-

Please try to include school districts of various sizes
and 10cal1t1es, if possible. However, the first selection
criteria should be "best practice."

List your nominations on the attached sheet. All thirty
nominations will be treated equally so do not worry abour
ranking them.

Please try to maae close to, but not more than, thirty
nominations.

e

Please dv not nominate a cooperatlve arrangement between
school districts.

~

Once the nominations are agreed upon, please list them on
the sheets provided and return the sheets to the Office of
Urban Education by Tuesday, May 30.

(S}
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8. Remember that the thirty districts selecte:l from the
nominations w#ill be used only for gathering cost informa-
tion for developing one of the school finance alternatives.

Thank you for your help. If you have any questions or problems,
please call the CGffice of Urban Education.

“N
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& 201 €ast Eleventh Street
Austin, Teras

Texes zducation Agency

e STATE LOARO OF LOUCATION 78701
o STATE COMNMISSIONER OF CD!JCA:I"IO,N

« STATE OCPARTMUNT OF EQUCATION

May 24, 1972

Mr. llarold Doolcy .
Exccutive Direcctor
Region I Lducation Service Center . .
101 South~Tenth Strecet ) -

Edinburg, Texas 78539

Dcar Mr. Dooley:

The State Board of Education at its January meeting assumcd
major responsibility for submitting a new public education
finance plan to the Legislature for its consideration during
‘the next regular session. The staff of the Agency is currently
developing three alternative financing plans which will be
considered by the Board carly next fall. One of these alterna-
tives is based on a weighted pupil apprcach.

The differing costs of educating students in various population
groups such as kindergarten, vocational and special education
will be determined for each of thirty Texas school districts.
These costs will then be converted intec relstive weights which
will be the basis for the development of a weighted student
alternative finance plan.

Because of your knowledje of districts within your recgion and
because of the need to have regional representation among the
thirty school districts chosen, we are asking each Education
Service Center Director to nominate five school districts in his
region which he considers to be "comprehencive best practice"
following the instructions given on the enclosed sheet. These
nominations will be considered with the nominations madec by
Agency staff and the thirty districts with the most auminations
will be seiected.

o o o Ger P & v e P, o seraa s o 1



Harold Dooley
Page 2
May 24, 1972

We would appresiate your assistance in making these nominations.
The information on the cnclosed sheet is provided for you to

usc when making your nominations. On Thursday, June 1, 1972, a
member of the staf. of the Office of Urban I.ducation will call
you for your five nominations. If you will not be in ¢n
Thursday, please leave your nominations with your secretury or
cail the Office of Urban Education at (512) 475-1838 carliecyx

in the week. ] _
Thank y2u for your cocpcration. Please contact the Office of
Urban Education if you have any questions.

Sincerely yours,

Alton Bowen J. B. Morgan
Assistant Commissicner for . Assistant Commissioner
Regional Education Services _ for Urban Education

©



INSTRUCTIONS FOR NOMINATING
COMPREHENSIVE BEST PRACTICE
DISTRICTS

1. Pleasec nominate five districts from youvr Service Center
region which you consider to have the tollowing charac-
teristics:

- provide outstanding or very high quality kindergartens
and grades 1-12 general programs;

.- provide high quality comprehensive vocational, special
and adult education progrums;

- meet the educational needs, in an outstanding way, of
low-income, non-English speaking, migrant and gifted
students in their districts.

2. Please try to include school districts of various sizes.
However, the primary selection criteria should be those
qualities listad atove.

3. All nominations will be treated equally so do not rank them.
Please do not make more tkan five nominatiois.

(93
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A STUDY OF PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE
-Program Cost Analysis-

TEXAS INSTRUCTIONS

This Form is designed to obtain a distributivbn of pupils,
staff, and current opcrating expenditures for the Day School
programs during the "Regular'" School Year to compute program cost
differentials. This definition excludes summer school and part-
time programs for dropouts and adult-continuing education. Jrades
(or equivalent levels) for Elementary, Middle, and Secondary
schools may be indicated according to the organization in the dis-
tricts in a particular state.

Note that the forms have been modified to take account of
the following speccific decisions.

1) The grade level pattern has been established as:
" Elementary
Middle
High School

The district may define thesc categories according to the
patterns which exist in the district.

2). Pupil enroliments are to be in Average Daily Membership. If
the precise information is not available then please make es-
timates.

3). Item 7.0 has been omitted from the forms.

Section I

Item 1.0 Days of Attendance should by 180 for most all Texas
- programs.
- )

Item 2.0 Time pupils report until tneir dismissal. In pre-
first grade programs indicate whether these are hali-
day (double sessions per teacher), or full day
(single session per teacher).

Item 3.0 Use the total official Average Daily Membership (ADM)
of the schdol vear. This item should equal.-the sum
of Items 4.0, 5.0, 6.0, 8.0, 9.0, and 10.0.




Item 4.0 §
Ttem E;g

Item 6.0

Item 7.0

Item 8.0

Item 9.0
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Use full head count of ADM, regardless of whether
program is half-day or full day, but be sure to
indicate the length of day as half day or full day.

E:.clude pupils enrolled in special education pro-
grams below first gradc.

Each pupil assigned to classes in-special education
prograns should be counted 1.0 FTE even though in
some cases pupils may spend some time in ''non-
segregated" activities. The total in 6.0 should
equal the sum of sub-programs 6.1 thru 6.3. Only
the following programs are to be broken out:

6.1 speech handicapped

6.2 early childhood and other pre-first grade
programs

6.3 all other special education programs

This item has been omitted from the Texas study.

Count each pupil assigned to a remedial and compensa-
tory program as 1.0 FTE. Three specific program
breakdowns are requested.

8.1 Compensatory programs for the low income

8.2 Programs specifically designed for the non-
English speaking

8.3 Programs specifically designed for migrant
children

Within the general category of remedial and compen-
satory programs students may well be enrolled in ‘
more than one of the three sub-programs listed. Dup-
lication of this sort is allowed. However, the to-
tal of remedial and compensatory programs must be

an unduplicated count.

In vocational education programs the number of

course credit units in the vocational classes of

the enroliees determines the FTE's. For example,

if 100 pupils are enrolled in the vocational program
with an average of half oi the’*r total course credit
load in the designated vocational classes, they would
te counted as 50 FTE in the vocational program and

50 FTE in the '"Basic" program. If another 100 pupils
arc enrolled with an average of cne-fourth of their
total course credit load in the designated vocational
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classes, they would be counted as 25 FTE in the voca-
tional program and 75 FTE in the "Basic" program. 1In
this example, the total enrollment {ADM or ADA) shown
in Ttem 9.0 would be 75 FTE nupils and not the 200.
The remaining 125 FTE's would appcar in Item 10.0

as Basic Program FTE's

The following program breakdowns arc requested:

9.1 Agriculture including all coursecs except those
in the CVAE, Handicapped, and Cooperative pro-
grams

9.2 Homemaking including all of the courses except those
in the CVAE, Handicapped, and Cooperative pro-
grams

9.3 Trades and Industries including all courses except
those in the CVAE ard Handicapped programs

9.4 Office, Distribution, and Health including all
courses ecxcept those in the CVAE, Handicapped,
and Cooperative programs .

9.5 Coopecrative including all courses classified as
cooperative in each of tke basic four areas
listed above

9.6 Handicapped
9.7 Coordinated Vocational/Academic Education (CVAE)
For vocational courses count only those programs
which arec receiving aid under the Foundaticn School
Program.

Item 10.0 The total number of pupils in Item 10.0 is the net
or residual number after deducting the numbers in the
subtotals of the designated programs from the gross
totals in Item 3.0.

Section II,III, and IV

These sectiors will provide informaticn on staff, salaries, and
other costs. Note that each scction is sundivided into the three
basic program levels and thus there are thrce major subsections for
€each section.

In both Section II and III proration of staff{ and salaries on
the basis of district averages is permitted in place of actual in-
formation. Thus for the count of personnel assigned to a specific

@ ram, the overall district average perscnnel ratio for that sub-
]:R\()on (elementary, middle, and high school) may be used to deter-
zrmim the 'repular teacher'" allocation.
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Section 11

Section II is designed with duplicate pages to provide a dis-
tribution of ull instructional and supportive staff in FTE's
(fvll-time equivalents) to designated programs at elementary, mid-
dle, and secondary levels.

A person teachjng part-time and performing other duties as
part nf his position would be prorated according to normal work
loads in the respective areas of grude levels.

Mon-teaching personnel such as principals, supervisors, li-
brarians, and counselors assigned to schools and programs would
have their non-teaching time prorated proportionatecly to the num-
ber of teuchers (FTE) they serve, including speccial and basic pro-
grams.

Item 3.0 This line should be a breakdown of all instructional
and supportive professional staff plus teacher uaides.
For the purpose of computing staff FTE's the full
work load includes time spent in clcss and other as-
signed activities. Do not count substitute teachers
unless they are filling a position.

For most of the categories of personnel, the defini-’~
tion 1is left to the local district. However, the
following special definitions may serve as a guide
for specific types of personnel.

1) Regular Teachers

" All teachers involved in the regular instruc-
tional program of the district should be included.

2) Special Teachers

All teachers who are assigned to specific duties
for one of the special programs (Items 6.0,8.6, and
9.0) should by included. Additionally all tecachers
who serve 'in the regular program as itinerant teach-
ers should be_ included in “his category.

3) Psychologists and Sdcial Workers

~ Since.this category is rarely used in Texas,
visiting teachers may be included in this category.

0 Special attention is called to the procedure for pro-
8.0 rating the total number of 'regular' and "special"

Q teachers (fractional time to 0.1 FTE) to each of the
following programs:
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Speccial Education
Remedial and Compensatory
Vocational and Technical

For example, suppose 10 teichers work full time wit!
handicapped pupils with no special supplementary teach-
ers. In this case the total FTE would be 10, all of
whom would be classified as special teachers. But
suppose one special teacher spends full time in this
program with small groups and one-to-one tutorial

work. The total then would be 11. -

Another example: Suppose there are 75 pupils enrcolled
in the Remedial and Compensatory Program, and:

a. The pupils arc groupcd into three classes with a
"regular" tecacher for cach, supplemented by 3.5
"special" teachers who move in and out working
with individuals and small groups. The total FTE
teachers would be 6.5 or

b. The 75 pupils are scattered in ten "regular”
classes, but there are still 3.5 "special' or sup-
plementary teachers who move in and out of the
classrooms working with this '"ta.get' group of
75. . If the district average ratio of pupils to
"regular' teachers in the 10 classes 1s 25, then
the 75 '"compensatory'" pupills should have an allot-
ment of 3 '"regular" teachers plus the 3.5 "special”
ones, making a total of 6.5 FTE teachers for this
program. ,

Count the number of FTE teachers in vocational-technical

rrograms for only the courses designated as vocation-

al education for which pupil enrollments are.counted

and prorated as pupil FTE's in Item 9.0 of Secticn

1. Special teachers working with handicapped pupil:

in vocational education can be prorated in FTE's to

this program.

¢

.Section 111

In Section I[I salaries of instructional and supportive per-
sonnel may be prorated to respectlve programs and grade levels by
the follou1ng procedures:

(1) The actual payments to personnel in proportion to FTE
time distributed to each respective program as shown in
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Items 4.0 thru 10.0. Round the figurcs to dollars.

{2) The averoage salary per FIE in the respective groups in
Column 2 thru Column 11 of Item 3. 0 Round the figures
to dollars.

(3) Include payments to substitute teachers and prorate to
respective programs.

(4) Prorate salarics of staf{ emploved in the summer for
administration, planning, curriculum work, etc., in con-
nection with the regular school vear but not for opera-
tion of summer school. Proration should {c basced cn the

distribution c¢f FTE staff time to rcspective programs.

{(5) Include payments for "extra dutics“ of "academic' nzture
For "non-acadecmic' duties such as bus driving, prorate
to appropriatc category in Section IV,

Section 1V

Scction IV provides for distribution of current operating ex-
penses other than salaries of instructional and supportive staff.
Salarics of other personnel arc included in various categories of
this scction. Expenses for capital outlav and debt service for
capital outlay arc excluded with onc exception. Transportation ex-
penditures should include not only salaries of personnel and other
operating expenses but also replacement of district-owned equip-
ment . Contracts with outside agencies for t¢ransportation auto-
matically include depreciation of equipment

The current cxpenses in this sectlon may be prorated to the
respective programs as follows:

(1) Direct allogcations and assignments such as transporta-
tion for handicapped pupils, spec:ial instructional mater-
ials and equipmecat, clerks and other non-instructional
aides, and special food service f{or pre- kindergarten
and kindcrgarten programs.

3

(2) Proporuvicnal distribution based on the number of FTE
instructional and supportive staff{ in cach program,
such as central office sta{f, operation and maintenance
of plant, and fixed charges.

Special scrvice preogram: Item 11.0

General transportation, {cod service, and .community scrvices
examples that may not be prorated but held 23 service programs
[]{U:nse of their speciul and variable noture wmong districts. Com-
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munity services, including after-schocl recreation programs,
driver training, and =tudent extra-curricular activities may be
treated as a special service prougram, depending on state-wide
policy.

Definitions for Accounts:

(1) Adm., Ceneral Control § Security: Total of account 100
less salarics shown in Section IIT included in account 100.

(2) Instructionisl Supplies, Clerical, Other: Total of ac-~
counts ‘215,216, 220, 230, 240, and 250 less salaries shown
in Scction III included in these accounts.

(3) Operation and Maintenance of Plant: Total of accounts
000 and 700.

(4) Transportation: Total of account 500.

(5) Food Services: Total of account 900.

(6) Other Auxiliary Services, Including Health: Total of
accounts 500 and 400 less cxpenditures for salaries shown
in Secction ITI included in these accounts.

(7) Fixed Charges: Total of accounts 800.

(8) Community Services: Total of accounts 1000, 1110 and 1120.




APPENDIX D3

Procedure for Computing
Program Cost Differentials

W. P. McLure
September 8, 1972

Program

4.

5

6.

g

9.

0

.0

0

.0

§)

Pre-K: Divide number of pupils (ADM) into total
salaries in Sections III and 1V.

K: Divide total current expenditures allocated ac-
cording to instructions by the number of pupils

in Kindergarten. In most cases the complete alloca-
tions in Section III and IV were not made, hence

it was necessary to treat each case individually.

+In most instances the K-pupils were merged with other

elementary pupils. Some districts gave limited
amounts which were 'add-ons,'" thus making the ratio
above 1.0.

Total expenditures were given for the following:

6.1 (Speech Hundicapped), 6.2 (Early Childhood),

and 6.3 (All Other). Hence the expenditures Sec-
tion III plus IV) were divided by the number of pupils
(ADM). Speech handicapped (6.1) had only 'add-on"
expe:ditures (Section III and IV) given and the
amounts per pupil were added to the ''regular" amount
per pupil. Thus, the amount per ’'‘regular’" pupil in-
cluded the Speech (6.1), and the remedial and com-
pensatory (8.0) pupils in the divisor of the total
"regular'" expenditures.

Only '"add-on'" expenditures were given for these pro-
grams. Otherwise the pupils were included in the
divisor to obtain the amount per "regular'" pupil in
elementary, middle, and high school.

Up to this point pupils were counted as full-time
(head count) in ADM. In the Vocational-Technical
program in item 9.0 it was necessary to convert

head count (enrollments) to FTE's by counting each
enrollee an FTE according to the proportion of credit
load (not periods of day), and the remainder of time
was counted in the "home" program which was ''regular"
program for ‘all except the "handicapped" pupils.

-108-
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Their "home' program was "all other-Special Educa-
tion." Weightings for FTE's were as follows for
number of pupils enrolled:

Voc-Tech FTE Regular FTE
Agriculture .222 .778
Homemaking - .222 - 778
T and 1 . .222 778 _
Office, etc. .222 -.778
Cooperative . .444 .556
Handicapped .444 ' .556 (Sp. Ed.)
CVAE .444 .778

In most districts the financial data in Sections III
and IV were total expenditures for each respective
program. Thus the amount per FTE was cbtained by
dividing expenditures by number of FTE's. However,
there were a few exceptions where some expenditures,
especially non-teaching professionals in Section IIT
and non-salary expenses in Section IV were only
""add-on's" and not totals. Thus adjustments had to
be made to prorate these expenses accordingly. For
example, if cxpenses for "Operation and Maintenance"
of plant were shown, it was necessary to prorate this
item to the Voc-Tech FTE compcnent as well as to the
"regular' component of the respective programs.

10.0 Amounts per "regular FTE" were obtained by sinmply
dividing the net expenditures in Sections III and IV
by the number of FTE's in regular programs, including
the ggregate of components ir. the vocational program.

Cost Per Enrollee’ !

All costs per pupil and the indexes in all programs
except the Voc-Tech programs in middle and high school
are in terms cf full-time pupil enrollments expressed
as ADM. Thus, the indexes may be applied directly to
to tie respective numbers of target pupil counts in
ADM. ' .
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To do the same thing fer pupils in the Voc-Tech
programs a revised section of Table VII shows the
cost indexes per FTE and per enrollee. The in-
dexes per enrollee can be appli~d directly to num-
ber ¢f enrollments in the respective programs
without going through the intermediate step of
computing FTE's as was necessary in computing the
differentials originally. -
The procedure for converting the. indexes from FTE
to amount per enrollee is as follows:

Index Per

Middle School Enrollee
Agric.  .222 x 2.21 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.37
Home. .222 x 1.48 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.21
T § 1 .222 x 1.84 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.29
Office .222 x 1.67 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.24
Coop. .444 x 1.37 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.23
Hand.  .444 x 2.24 plus .556-x 2.30 =  2.27
CVAE .444 x 2.20 plus .556 x 1.12 = 1.59
Index Per
High School , Enrollee
Agric. .222 x 2.51 plus .778 x 1.28 = 1.56
Home . 222 x 1.69 plus .778 x 1.28 = 1.38
T § I .222 x '2.10 plus .778 x 1.28 =  1.47
Office  .222 x 1.91 plus .778 x 1.28 =  1.42
* Coovn. .444 x 1.57 plus .556 x 1.28 = 1.41
Hand.. .444 x 2.56 plus .556 x 2.71 = 2.64

Cva., .444 x 2.51 plus .556 x 1.28 = 1.82
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APPENDIX L3 DISTRICT DATA ITEMS INCLUDED IN CONPUTER BAIK

DATA HUMBER : Data Description Source
1. Total nceding special programs ' 4 yr. olds FP-71-00
2. " ’ 5 yr. olds A
3. " Gr. 1 "
4. " B _ _ Gr. 2 .“ "
S. " Gr. 3 "
6. " ~ Gr. 4 t
7. " Gr. 5 "

" .  6r. 6 "
9. " | - Gr. 7 "
10. L o Gr. 8 "
11. " . | Gr. 9 "
12. "o | " Gr. 10 : "

: . . ~

13. " Gr. 11 "
14. " ° ' Gr. 12 "
15. " ) Ungrad. El. "
16. o . Ungrad. Sec. "
17. Low Income .(Identified) 4 yc. olds "
18.. N . .5 yr. olds "
19. " . 6r. 1 "
20. " . ' Gr. 2 C "o
21. ! : L . Gr. 3' -
22. " | - .. Gr. 4 "
23. " | 1 . Gr. 5 o
. . o . o CGr. 6 o

" | ! | | Gr. 7 o .

" Gr. 8 ‘"

T, B B |




27. .
28.

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.

36.

Migraat
L1

"

. -
"
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Gr. 9
Gr. 10
Gr. 11

G;. 12
Ungrad. El.
Uhgrad;‘Sec.
4 yr, olds
S yr. olds
Gr. 1

Cr. 2

Gr. 3
"Gr. 4
Gr. 5
Gr. 6

Gr. 7

Gr. 8

Gr. 9
‘Gr. 10
Gr. 11

Gr. 12
Ungrad. El.

‘>

T Ungrad. Sec.

Non-$tandard English (Igentified) 4 yr. olds

"

-S-yr.‘Blds
Gr. 1 .

FP-71-002

"
! "
"
"
"
1]
"
"
1N
1
1]
"
"

"




68,
' 69

52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65,
6.
.

70,

£
i
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District Inst?uction Cost

District Grand Total Cost

District Vocational Enrollment-
' Secondary Students

District Vocational Enrollment

Ed

Gr.
Gr.

~ Cr.

r

Gr.
Gr.
Gr.
Gr.
Gr.
Gr.
Gr.

Gr.

L TV}

10
11
12

Ungrad. El.

Ungrad. Sec.

ST

Reg.

Ag.

Coop Ag.-

€oop D.E.

Reg.
Reg.

D.E.
Health

%oop Health

Reg.

H/M

Coop H/M

Reg.

Office

Coop Office

Ind.

Reg.

Audit Tapes
Audit Tapes
PPA

"
1"
1"
Audit Taps PPA
T
13

1"
W\
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78. no - CVAE o
79. District Total Foundation Cost Foundation Tapes
80. ADM x 100 ' : vdgn. | SAR
1. - . Gr. 1} n
82. v " Gr. 2 "
o : -
¢’ "o . _ Gr. 3 "
84. " ' ' . Gr. 4 iT "
85. " . T Gr. S "
86. " , Gr. 6 wo
87. " A . Gr.v7 ’" -
88. - " Gr. 8 W
89. " Gr. 9 "
90. " Gr. 10.' L
91. " : . " Gr. 11 S

9z. " ‘ . Gr. 12 : "

3. AR | | . Spec. Ed. | "
94. o | ﬁﬁn-Grad. "
95. ADA x 100 Kdgn. "
196. " | ' 6r. 1 B
9. . m , S 6r. 4 TR
ilOO. " B | , Gr. 5. "
- 101. 0w o © Gr. 6 "

102, no o 6r. 7 - "

103, . - . Gr. 8 .
" Gr. 9 "
! o - 6r. 16 "

"o " ( Gr. 11 "
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107. ADA x 100
108. "
109. on

110. Mid. District Voc. Ed. Enrollment

111. "
112. "
113. "
114, "o _ ‘ .
115. "
116. "
117. "
. 118. wo
119. "t
120, " '
121, "
€‘122.
f 123.
é 124.

'i 125. District Enrollment

e

f128. v
i 129. no

© 130, "
- 131, "
& 132. ‘ 1"

ér. 1
‘Spec.
Non-G
Reg.
Coop
Reg.
Coop
Reg.
Coop
Reg.
Coop

" Reg.

~

Coop
Ind.
CVAE

Gr. 8

2

Ed.
rad.
Ag.
Ag.
D.E.
D.E..
Health
Health
H/M
H/M
Office
Office

Rég.

1"
"
1"
"

SAR
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134, " ‘ . Gr. 9 "
135.. " , 6r. 10 L \
136. " | Gr. 11 " ‘
137. " Gr. 12 - o
138. " C Spec. Ed. "
139. " : . | ‘ Non-Grad. "
140. . Low-Income Actual Enrollment ELEM. FP-71-004
141. Low-Income Actual Enrollment JHS , FP-71-004
142, Low-Income Actual Enrollment HS \ "
143. Migrant Enrollment ‘Pre Kindergarten| FP-71-006
144. " ' KDGN. "
145. " | ' ? Gr. 1 "
146. " Gr. 2 "
147, h Gr. 3 "
148. e : ' Gr. 4 "
149. " - Gr. 5 o
150. " ' - , Gr. 6 "
151. " | ‘ Gr. 7 . "
152. " ‘_7 Gr. 8 "
153. he _ T~ 9 "
154. w - Gr. 10 "
155, v N ’ Gr. 11 "
156. " Gr. 12 "
157. A - Ungrad. E1l. ’"
158. - " Ungrad. Sec. "
159. Special,Education.Enroblment ' Eafly Chd. Batsell Data
" I 5p. § H--EL. U




161.
162.
163.
164.
165.

166.

167.
168.
169.

170.
171.

172.

173.
174,
175,
176.

177,

. Low-Income Enrollments

t.ll?-

" " Middle

" . "  Sec.
" : Opher El.

" " Mid.

" - " Sec.

]

Kindergarten Enrollment; Non-St. Eng.
Elementary Enrollment "
Middle/ High Enrollment "

"
Transportation Allotment

State Foundation School Progam Dollars

Salary and Operations Allotment and Net State Avail-
able ' ‘

Direct Federal Revenues
Other Federal Revenues _
Expenditures for Adult Programs

Current Expenditures including food service and
student activities

Debt Service and Capital Outlay Exﬁéndituﬁes

1
"
1

SAR P § II

1"

TRL [$Y

Foundation Progran
Tape
L]

TRL report

“

Audit Tape



